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office  or  the  executive  director  -  u»o  alamo  s.e. suite  joj.  Albuquerque  new  Mexico  dim 

AREA  CODE  (SOM  III  2t»0 


August  2  0,  1981 


ft 


Joe  Meis,  Principal  Deputy  Assistant 
Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
Manpower,  Reserve  Affairs  &  Installation 
The  Pentagon 
Washington,  D.C.  20230 

SUBJECT:  SECOND  QUARTERLY  REPORT  UNDER  MX  MISSILE  MOA  BETWEEN  FOUR 

CORNERS  REGIONAL  COMMISSION  AND  THE  UNITED  STATES  AIR 
FORCE  DATED  IN  FEBRUARY,  1981 

Dear  Mr.  Meis: 

Transmitted  herewith,  are  ten  (10)  copies  of  the  Second  Quarterly 
Reports  from  the  Four  Corners  Regional  Commission  and  the  Four  Grantees 
under  the  above  subject  MOA. 

Please  use  this  letter  as  our  certification  and  assessments  relative 
to  the  following  requirements  of  the  MOA: 

1.  To  the  best  of  our  knowledge,  all  funds  received  to  date 
have  been  disbursed  in  accordance  wiLh  Section  ILL  of 
the  MOA.  (Please  see  copies  of  the  Grants  previously 
forwarded  to  you  for  reference.) 

2.  Enclosed  herewith,  are  the  monthly  expenditure  reports 
on  our  "Category"  budget  of  $120,000.00  (Attachment  A) 
for  the  period  of  April  1,  1981  thru  June  30,  1981. 

3.  To  the  best  of  our  knowledge,  all  funds  are  being  administered 
in  accordance  with  the  applicable  provisions  of  Chapter 

V,  of  Title  13,  Code  of  Federal  Regulations,  and  in  particular, 
parts  520,  540  and  581,  and  all  other  applicable  federal 
laws  and  regulations. 

4.  All  Grants  have  provisions  that  mandate  compliance  with 
applicable  federal  cost  principles  and  administrative 
requirements. 

5.  To  the  best  of  our  knowledge,  Grantees  are  conducting 
procurement  actions  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  13  C.F.R.  part  540.  No  sole-source  justifications 
in  excess  of  $100,000.00  have  been  presented  to  Four 
Corners  Regional  Commission. 
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Page  2 
Joe  Meis 
August  20,  1981 


6.  To  the  best  of  our  knowledge,  all  Grantees  are  continuing 
their  coordination  activities  with  the  appropriate  State 
MX  Intergovernmental  Working  Groups.  (See  individual 
Grantee  reports  for  specifics.) 

7.  To  the  best  of  our  knowledge,  the  Draft  Phase  II  Baseline 
Study  Submitted  by  the  MX  Policy  Board  for  our  review,  is 
the  only  Comprehensive  Plan  being  finalized  by  any  of  the 
Grantees  at  this  time. 

8.  All  Grants  require  compliance  with  the  provisions  of  A- 
95  and  "N.E.P.A.” 

9.  Programmatic  and  fiscal  monitoring  is  being  carried  out 
by  review  and  assessment  of  Quarterly  Progress  Reports 
as  called  for  in  each  Grant  agreement.  Also,  site  trips 
are  being  conducted  as  deemed  appropriate.  No  significant 
deviations  or  changes  to  approved  work  programs  have  been 
requested,  nor  does  our  review  and  assessment  indicate 
that  any  are  in  order. 

10.  All  travel  appears  to  be  in  accordance  with  the  applicable 
provisions  of  13  C.F.R.  part  540  or  exceptions  provided 
there-in  relating  to  state  or  locally  approved  travel 
procedures. 

11.  No  requests  have  been  made  by  the  Air  Force  to  provide 
testimony  before  Congress  regarding  administration  of 
funds . 

12.  Assessment  statement  (Attachment  B)  is  included  with  the 
Progress  Reports  as  shown  in  the  Table  of  Contents. 

13.  To  the  best  of  our  knowledge,  records  are  being  kept  that 
will  disclose  the  amount  and  disposition  of  all  total 
budgeted  funds,  and  access  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Air 
Force  is  being  provided  for  in  each  Grant. 

14.  Department  of  Commerce  auditors  have  contacted  us  relative 
to  an  acceptable  audit  plan  for  all  FY  81  Grants.  It 

is  our  understanding,  that  we  will  continue  to  use  private 
independent  auditors  for  final  audits  and  that  we  will 
use  our  Business  Manager  to  conduct  interim  audits  with 
the  Department  of  Commerce  auditors  providing  quality 
control  follow-up  on  all  audits. 

15.  (a)  Estimated  amounts  expended  by  Grantees  are  shown 

in  their  individual  Progress  Reports. 
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Joe  Meis 
August  20,  1981 


(b)  Based  upon  our  review  and  assessment  of  the  Second 
Quarterly  Progress  Reports  from  the  four  Grantees, 
we  do  not  find  any  inconsistency  of  expenditures 
with  the  approved  Comprehensive  Work  Programs. 
Products  submitted  with  each  Grantees  report  appear 
to  be  appropriate  in  all  cases,  given  the  continuing 
lack  of  substantive  information  from  the  Air  Force 
relative  to  a  basing  decision  and  a  construction 
management  plan. 

We  trust  that  you  will  find  this  report  satisfactory  in  meeting  our 
requirements  under  the  provisions  of  the  MOA,  and  your  Quarterly 
Report  Review  Criteria.  If  there  are  any  questions  or  if  you  feel 
we  have  overlooked  any  element  of  our  reporting  requirements,  pleas 
do  not  hesitate  to  call  us. 

**************  *  *  *  * 


Certified  true  and  correct  to  the  best  of  our  knowledge 


Keith  M.  Dotson 

Deputy  Executive  Director 


A 


tojdis  D.  Higgs 
executive  Director 


s 


KMD:cbk 

Enclosures:  (Original  to  Joe  Meis) 

cc:  Federal  Cochairman  (1  copy  of  report) 

Gary  Vest  (7  copies  of  report) 

Lt.  Col  William  Verkest  (2  copies  of  report) 


F.C.R.C.  ADMINISTRATIVE  BUDGET  MONTHLY  REPORT 
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$120,000.00  $8,243.00  ,  $63,910.00 


c  MX  MISSILE  ADMINISTRATION ^  5282-10 


$120,000.00  $5,343.00  $64,768.00 


STATUS  OF  FUNDS  FOR  EACH  STATE 


STATUS  OF  POD  MX  FY  81  FUNDS  AS  OF  JUNE  30,  1981** 


FOUR  CORNERS  REGIONAL  COMMISSION  ASSESSMENT  OF  ALL  CRANTEE'S 


SECOND  QUARTER  FY  81  PROGRESS  REPORT 


Pursuant  to  Air  Force  Review  Criteria  for  Quarterly  Reports  for 
Administration  of  Community  Planning  Funds  During  FY  81 


A.  Our  anaylsis  of  the  expenditures  by  all  Grantee's  for  the  Second 
Quarter  of  FY  81,  indicates  reasonable  consistency  with  the 
approved  Comprehensive  Work  Plan  goals,  objectives,  tasks  and 
products,  given  the  late  start-up  due  to  uncertainty  of  FY  81 
funding. 

B.  List  of  products  completed  during  reporting  period. 

1.  No  "products"  were  completed  by  any  of  the  Grantee's  during 
this  reporting  period,  unless  you  want  to  consider  the  State 
and  Local  comments  of  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
as  a  product. 

We  understand  that  you  have  received  adequate  copies  of  the 
comments  on  the  D.E.I.S.  from  both  Nevada  and  Utah. 

C.  Obviously,  progress  on  a  number  of  goals,  products  and  time 
schedules  is  still  very  much  dependent  upon  decisions  of  the  Air 
Force  relative  to  a  basing  mode  selection.  Our  assessment  of 

the  work  reported  in  this  Second  Quarter  Progress  Report  indicates 
that  much  of  the  delay  in  product  delivery  will  be  very  much  de¬ 
pendent  upon  timing  of  the  Air  Force's  decision  in  the  near  future. 
The  major  problems  identified  in  the  Second  Quarter  of  FY  81  is 
the  uncertainty  relative  to  the  basing  mode  decision  by  the  Air 
Force  and  the  National  Administration. 

D.  Please  see  the  transmittal  letter  for  this  report  that  makes  all 
certification  required. 

E.  Copies  of  all  significant  correspondence  with  each  of  the  Crantee's 
are  included  within  the  appropriate  appendix  of  this  report  for 
each  Grantee. 

Also,  copies  of  correspondence  with  individual  Grantee's  relative  to 
our  preliminary  assessment  of  work  performed  in  the  Second  Quarter,  and 
our  attempt  to  rectify  stated  deficiencies,  are  enclosed  under  the 
appropriate  Grant  appendices  of  this  report. 


I 
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CORRESPONDENCE  ON  QUALITY  OF  REPORT 


The  Jc-coM.i  Pro.;, cess  Report  on  the  above  referenced  project  v.aa  re.oi-ivou  i 

in  tills  office  and  has  been  reviewed  and  accepted.  The  p  syncnt  in  the  • 

u count  of  Si'. 25 , 000.00  it  new  due.  This  paynent  was  p  roc  ed  to  ! 

V.'e.s.iin:jton,  D.C.  on  August  17,  1961.  You  will  receive  pa;  riant  directly 

fren  that  office.  : 

i 

If  you  have  any  questions  or  need  further  assistance,  please  contact  lj 

this  office.  |! 


%  Keith  M.  Dotson 

Deputy  Executive  Director 

KMD :  cl  V 
En closure 

cc :  Federal  Cochairman 

Ralph  Starr 
Dale  Carpenter 


UTAH  MX  MISSILE  IMPACT  POLICY  BOARD  has  provided  satisfactory  technical 
performance  for  completion  of  the  above  referenced  project.  This  payment 
is  consistent  with 


Keith  M.  Dotson,  Deputy  Executive  Dir. 


Date  Requested 


Date  Approved 


cc:  Federal  Cochairman 

Ralph  Starr,  Coordinator  -  Chad  Johnson,  Chairman 

fh1r.  •>  r» ,  r*  ►  >  Pi,')  {  r»n  an 


*eC,OHAi  C0^NS 


ofriccor  the  executive  director  -asao  alamo  ».t  .suite  jo*.  au»uquerqui  new  ml  xico  •  m  us 

AREA  CODIi  iSCjSi  76 1  29*0 


Phil  Robison,  Assistant  Director 
Utah  MX  impact  Policy  board 
444  South  Main,  Suite-  A-l 
'odar  City,  Utah  84710 

SUBJECT:  ADDITIONAL. REQU I RSMSNXSTij^ JSSGflffiX&FKO GRES& 

timmmmmvwssam wm 


ir  Phil: 


This  Utter  is  to  confirm  our  telephone  conwr-v!  t  L  n  .  :i  k  1>  17,  l-1 
i:i  which  1  requested  t hroo  (31  addic  i.  aval  subv.isc i .:n:>  on  ye\r  Sec.or 
Progress  Report.  They  are  as  ‘‘allows: 


1)  Certification  that  ail  t 
awarded  have  seen  cotta!  i 

to  you. 


a  r.  e. 


'•> c  r  v 


ith,  based  upon  ini  artist : 


2)  A  complete  list  of  Contractor's,  including  names  ar.  i  a-Jdr-.  uses 
•along  with  the  amounts  awarded,  oh  ligated  and  o:-:pc—  ied  ngn  inn: 
each. 


i)  A  Statement  oi  Ac know  1  ed gocn t  that  you  have  constantly  monitored 
tire  performance  of  any  contractor's  or  subgrantee's  to  assure  llv.it 
time  schedules  arc  being  net,  projected  work  units  by  tine  per  if do 
are  being  accomplished  and  other  performance  goals  are  being 
achieved . 


Please  be  sure  that  two  signatures  are  on  this  certification. 


7ilso,  please  make  note  that  these  submissions  will  become,  requirements  in 
all  subsequent  progress  reports. 

If  you  'nave  any  questions  or  need  further  assistance,  please  feel  free  t- 
call  t!:is  office  at  anytime. 


Sincerely, 

Carol  Beth  Kent 
Project  Assistant 
for  MX  Administration 

C!!K 

ec:  Federal  Co chairman 

Dale  Carpenter 


bcc : 


fcc/chron/i 


read ing 


^*c0 *"£*s 


OfriCE  OF  THE  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR  23S0  A  l_  A  M  O  S.E  SUITE  1  0  J .  ALBUQUERQUE  Nfc'W  ^LXICO  8  ?  J  0  b 

AREA  CODE  i  !s  0  }  /C6-2990 


June  19,  i^oi  , 


Chad  Johnson,  Can  Iran 
I'tah  MX  Missile  Jiaict  rolicy 
r  o  Jo  aver  Court  t  v  C..  urtitousc 
:  .•  .vc  r ,  l  ’  a;.  j 


BUACC 


.hi.  '.11  >erve  .  r  ..  :nh-_ that  the  Second  Progress  and  Financing. 
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CERTIFICATION  OF  PERFORMANCE 


(801)  586-5172 


MISSILE  POLICY  BOARD 

444  South  Main,  Suite  A-1  •  Cedar  City,  Utah  84720 


August  13,  1981 


Mr.  Keith  Dotson 

Office  of  the  Executive  Director 
Four  Corners  Regional  Commission 
2350  Alamo  S.E.,  Suite  303 
Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87106 

SUBJECT:  FCRC  GRANT  ~6( MS  >11-899-046-2 

SECOND  PROGRESS  REPORT 

Dear  Mr .  Dotson : 

Pursuant  to  the  delegation  of  aut  hori t \  from  the  MX  M 
Policy  Board  to  the  tinders  i  gned  to-  be  "principal  !  v  r> 
for  performance  of  the  grant",  I  herein'  cert  i  t  y  tit  at 
and  conditions  of  the  grant  awarded  hav*  been  comp  1  io 
based  upon  information  avnilabh  to  mo. 

S i nee  re  ly  . 
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"r  {'" 


H.  R.  Starr,  Director 
MX  Missile  Policv  Board 


APPROVED : 


- 1-  .  , — !_i _ _ _ -  ■  i 

Chad  W.  Johnson,  Chairman 
MX  Missile  Policy  Board 
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STATEMENT  OF  ACKNOWLEDGMENT 


FROM:  H.  R.  Star*-,  Director 
MX  Missile  Policy  Board 

TO:  Keith  Dotson 

Four  Corners  Regional  Commission 

DATE:  August  5,  1981 

«t.E:  Statement  of  Acknowledgment  of  Performance 

We  the  undersigned  herein  acknowledge  and  attest  that  we  have 
constantly  and  effectively  monitored  the  performance  of  any  and 
all  contractors  or  subgrantees  under  agreement  with  the  MX  Missile 
Policy  Board  funded  by  FCRC  Contract  =6 ( MS ) 1 1 -S99-046 -2  to  assure 
that  time  schedules  are  being  met,  that  projected  work  units  by 
time  periods  are  being  accomplished  and  that  all  other  performance 
goals  are  being  achieved. 


MX  Policy  Board  Director  MX  Policy  Board  Chairman 


FUNDING  OF  THIS  GRANT  WAS  PROVIDED  BY 


THE  FOUR  CORNERS  REGIONAL  COMMISSION 


STATUS  ON  SUBCONTRACTS 


MISSILE  POLICY  BOARD 

444  South  Main,  Suite  A-1  •  Cedar  City,  Utah  84720 


(801)  586-5172 


August  5,  1981 


Mr.  Keith  Dotson 

Four  Corners  Regional  Commission 
Office  of  the  Executive  Director 
2350  Alamo  S.E.,  Suite  303 
Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87106 

REFERENCE:  MX  MISSILE  POLICY  BOARD 

UTAH  MX  PLANNING  &  IMPACT  MITIGATION  GRANT 
FCRC  #6(MS)1 1-899-046-2 
SPECIAL  REPORT 

Dear  Mr.  Dotson: 

Please  find  enclosed  a  complete  list  of  consultants  under  contract  with 
the  MX  Missile  Policy  Board  during  FY  1981.  The  expenditure  summary  and 
report  covers  the  period  April  1,  1981  through  July  31,  1981.  The  following 
is  a  list  of  consultants  contracted  with  during  this  period  by  name  and 
address : 

1.  Five  County  Association  of  Governments 
P.0.  Box  "0" 

St.  George,  Utah  84770 
UMXIPB-001 
UMXIPB-009 
UMXIPB-010 

2.  Six  County  Commissioners  Organization  Office  of  Community 

and  Natural  Resources  Planning 
P.0.  Box  725 
Richfield,  Utah  84701 
UMXIPB-003 

3.  Mountain  West  Associates,  Ltd. 

1229  19th  Street,  N.W. 

Washington,  D.C.  20036 
UMXIPB-004 

4.  John  M.  Sanger  Associates,  Inc. 

2340  Market  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94114 
UMXIPB-005 

5.  APA  Associates 

182  South  600  East,  Suite  200 
Salt  Lake  City,  Utah  84102 
UMXIPB-006 


Letter  to  Keith  Dotson 
August  5,  1981 
Page  2 


6.  John  Short  &  Associates,  Inc. 

Boston  Building 

9  Exchange  Place,  Suite  920 
Salt  Lake  City,  Utah  84111 
UMXIPB-007 

7.  Peat,  Marwick,  Mitchell  &  Company 
1990  K.  Street,  N.W. 

Washington,  D.C.  20006 
UMXIPB-008 

8.  Dr.  Paul  Cox 

448  East  400  South,  Suite  103 
Salt  Lake  City,  Utah  84111 
UMXIPB-011 

If  you  have  additional  questions  concerning  this  report  or  format,  please 
so  advise.  You  have  in  your  possession  copies  of  all  above  referenced 
agreements . 

Si ncerely , 

O,  .  V 

Phillip  B.  Robison 
Assistant  Director 
MX  Missile  Policy  Board 


PBR:dl 
Enclosure 
cc:  Ken  Olson 
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(Coop.)  -  Cooperative  Agreement 
between  State  MX  Coordination 
Office  and  tne  MX  Policy  Board 


PROGRESS  REPORT 


444  South  Main,  Suite  A-1  •  Cedar  City,  Utah  84720[ 


JUL  22  1981 


FROM: 


MEMO 


Dale  Carpenter 

Utah  State  Management  Committee  for  MX 

Keith  Dotson 
Albuquerque  FCRC 


FOUR  CORNERS  REGIONAL  COMMISSION 
ALBUQUERQUE,  NEW  MEXICO 


FCRC  CONTRACT 
-6 ( MS ) 1 1 -899-046-2 


DATE:  juiy  g,  1 981 


Expenditure  Certification  and  Authorization 


This  is  to  advise  that  this  office  has  reviewed  the  enclosed  invoice 
dated  July  9,  1981  for  the  third  payment  in  the  total  amount  of 
$225,000.00  in  accordance  with  Exhibit  "C"  -  Payment  Schedule. 


Approval  and  processing  is  hereby  requested. 


Description  of  Expenditures 
ISee  detail  on  attached  sheets) 

Totals : 

Professional  Services  $  22,936.89 

Travel  $  17,179.91 

Other  $  116,835.48 

Total  $  156,952.28 

Through  June  30,  1981 


Contract  Summary 


Totals : 

Contract  S  900,000.00 
Prior  Reimbursements  $  450,000.00 
Reimbursement  Requested  $  225,000.00 
Remaining  Balance  $  225,000.00 


I  hereby  certify  that  the  above  billing  is  true  and  correct,  and  no 
portion  thereof  has  previously  been  paid  by  the  Four  Corners  Regional 
Commission. 


h.r.  Starr" 

MX  Policy  Board  Director 


APPROVED: 


[T§>e  Carpenter  \J 

State  MX  Management  Committee 


Governor's  Authorization 


FUNDING  OF  THIS  GRANT  WAS  PROVIDED  BY 


THE  FOUR  CORNERS  REGIONAL  COMMISSION 


June  9,  1981 


FOUR  COUNTY  MX  IMPACT  POLICY  BOARD 
APRIL-JUNE,  1981  SECOND  QUARTER  PROGRESS  REPORT 
CONTRACT  #6(MS) 11 -899-046-2 
July  1,  1981 


INTRODUCTION 

This  Second  Quarter  Progress  Report  covers  the  period  of  the  above  referenced 
grant  from  April  1  through  June  30,  1981.  As  required  by  the  grant,  the  format 
of  this  report  conforms  with  the  guidelines  provided  by  Four  Corners  Regional 
Commission  suggesting  a  reporting  system  that  addresses  the  following  goals: 

Goal  I  -  Liaison,  Coordination  and  Program  Management 
Goal  II  -  Impact  Analysis 

Goal  III  -  Impact  Mitigation  and  Development  Planning 
Each  goal  will  be  analyzed  by  effort  to  date  on  tasks  or  tasks  completed  through 
the  second  quarter  of  the  FY  81  Work  Program. 

Goal  I  -  Liaison,  Coordination  and  Program  Management 
Task  1.1  Coordinate  Local  DEIS  Review 

The  DEIS  review  process  has  been  completed  on  the  local  level  and  the 
comments  on  the  MX  DEIS  and  ETRs  are  enclosed. 

Task  12.  Citizen  Advisory  Coirmittees 

As  reported  in  the  First  Quarter  Report  for  81,  thirteen  standing  Citizen 
Advisory  Committees  have  been  formed  in  the  topical  areas:  (1)  Rapid,  Large-Scale 
Growth,  (2)  Energy  &  Nonrenewable  Resources,  (3)  Manpower  &  Employment,  (4)  Health 
&  Social  Services,  (5)  Land  Use  &  Rights  (includes  transportation),  (6)  Geology  & 
Minerals,  (7)  Recreation,  (8)  Water  Resources,  (9)  Agriculture,  (10)  Wildlife 
Resources,  (11)  Native  American,  (12)  Public  Safety,  and  (13)  Cultural  Resources. 
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A  fourteenth  Advisory  Committee  has  been  formed  titled  the  Educational  Advisory 
Task  Force  and  is  meeting  on  a  regularly  scheduled  basis.  See  Attachment  - 
Education  Task  Force. 

All  Citizen  Advisory  Cormrittees  will  begin  participation  in  the  planning 
process  during  the  Third  Quarter  of  81.  Decisions  to  be  made  by  the  Reagan 
Administration  during  the  month  of  August  will  greatly  influence  the  degree  of 
activity  and  participation  on  the  part  of  the  Citizen  Advisory  Committees  in 
the  mitigation  process. 

Task  1.3  Hire  Assistant  MX  Director 

On  February  16,  1981,  Phillip  B.  Robison  assumed  the  duties  of  Assistant 
Director.  Robison,  since  assuming  this  position  has  formulated  formal  accounting 
and  procurement  policies,  travel  policies,  personnel  policies,  and  contracted 
professional  and  personal  services  policies. 

Robison  has  computerized  the  accounting  system  of  the  MX  Policy  Board  and 
has  initiated  and  is  publishing  a  semi-monthly  newsletter  for  public  information 
purposes . 

One  of  Robison's  principal  responsibilities  is  liaison  work  with  local 
government  jurisdictions.  He  and  Director  Starr  have  met  with  over  30  such 
organizations  since  Robison  assumed  his  office.  (See  attached  calendars) 

Robison  holds  Bachelor  Degrees  in  Political  Science  (state  and  local 
government)  and  Economics,  and  a  Masters  Degree  in  Business  Administration. 

Task  1.4  Expand  Office  Capabilities  to  Disseminate  Information 

In  addition  to  upgrading  copying,  telecopying,  postage,  and  other  office 
equipment,  the  office  has  obtained  through  rental  an  IBM  word  processor.  The 
new  word  processor  will  be  on  line  during  the  first  part  of  July  and  will  greatly 
increase  this  office's  capability  to  disseminate  information.  The  acquisition  of 
a  word  processor  should  allow  this  office  to  prepare  a  much  larger  share  of  its 
printed  deliverables  in  house. 


Task  1.5  Life  Support  and  Comprehensive  Base  Planning  Task  Force  Membership 

Chairman  Chad  Johnson  and  Director  Ralph  Starr  attended  the  Base  Comprehensive 
Planning  Coordination  Meeting  at  Norton  Air  Force  Base,  CA  on  June  23rd  and  24th  to 
discuss  issues  relating  to  the  siting  of  a  Utah  MX  Operating  Base.  The  primary 
purpose  of  the  meeting  was  to  discuss  siting  alternatives  within  the  Milford  and 
Beryl  suitability  zones.  Evaluation  factors  considered  were: 

a.  Specific  exclusionary  factors  which  may  eliminate  some  areas  from 
consideration  for  operational,  geotechnical  and/or  environmental 
reasons . 

b.  Avoidance/mitigation  factors  due  to  existing  conditions  which 
present  a  siting  conflict. 

c.  Operational,  environmental,  socioeconomic,  and  other  quality 
of  life  objectives. 

Base  Comprehensive  Planning  Meetings  have  been  conducted  on  numerous 
occasions  and  these  meetings  have  been  attended  by  Policy  Board  personnel. 

Note  attached  copies  of  local  comments  adressing  various  siting  proposals 
and  deployment  issues. 

Planning  has  concentrated  on  the  siting  options  of  Beryl  and  Milford. 

Other  siting  alternatives  i.e..  Delta  are  being  analyzed  by  the  Board  under 

separate  studies.  The  lack  of  a  presidential  decision  or  direction  concerning 

the  entire  MX  Missile  Weapons  System  and  deployment  mode  issue  has  been  a  very 

# 

real  stumbling  block  to  the  planning  effort. 

Task  1.6  Development  of  Utah  MX  Legislative  Requirement 

This  task  has  been  scoped  for  the  3rd  and  4th  quarter  of  the  Work  Plan. 

Task  1.7  Participation  in  the  Development  of  Community  Impact  Assistance 
Board  Chairman  Chad  Johnson  and  Director  Ralph  Starr  met  in  Washington, 

D.C.  during  the  week  of  June  8th  with  congressional  delegations  from  Utah  and 
Nevada,  the  Office  of  Economic  Adjustment,  the  Air  Force,  and  others  regarding 
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the  proposed  community  impact  assistance  block  grant  legislation.  The  Senate 
Armed  Services  Committee  reported  the  legislative  draft  out  of  committee 
verbatim  (See  attached  copy).  The  Director  will  now  concentrate  his  efforts 
in  the  House  of  Representatives  to  promote  the  timely  review  and  acceptance 
of  the  community  impact  assistance  bill. 

Task  1.8  Representation  on  the  Utah  Intergovernmental  Working  Group 

The  Director  and  Chairman  have  attended  all  State  Intergovernmental 
Working  Group  Meetings  held  during  the  2nd  Quarter. 

Policy  Board  Chairman  Johnson  serves  as  the  Chairman  for  the  Utah 
Intergovernmental  Working  Group  on  a  rotating  basis -every  other  meeting. 

Policy  Board  staff  furnish  the  agendas  for  these  meetings  and  publish 
minutes  for  same.  (See  attached  copies  of  agendas  and  minutes.) 

Daily  contact  to  exchange  information  and  for  coordination  purposes  takes 
place  with  Utah  MX  Coordination  Office  staff.  Extensive  use  is  also  made  of 
the  mail  service  to  promote  the  efforts  of  the  two  offices. 

The  local  MX  Policy  Board  enjoys  an  excellent  working  relationship  with 
it's  state  counterpart.  See  the  following  roster  of  meetings  held  jointly  by 
state  and  local  MX  staff  offices  during  the  2nd  quarter  period  for  coordination 
purposes . 


Date 

Place 

April  3,  1981 

Cedar  City,  Utah 

April  9,  1981 

Salt  Lake  City,  Utah 

April  13,  1981 

Cedar  City,  Utah 

April  22,  1981 

Salt  Lake  City,  Utah 

April  23,  1981 

Cedar  City,  Utah 

May  5,  1981 

Las  Vegas,  Nevada 

May  11,  1981 

Washington,  D.C. 

May  15,  1981 

Milford,  Utah 
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Date 

May  19,  1981 
M*y  21,  1981 
M ay  22,  1981 
May  28,  1981 
June  5,  1981 
June  16,  1981 
June  23,  1981 
June  24,  1981 


Place 

Washington,  D.C. 

Salt  Lake  City,  Utah 
Salt  Lake  City,  Utah 
Cedar  City,  Utah 
Salt  Lake  City,  Utah 
Salt  Lake  City,  Utah 
Salt  Lake  City,  Utah 
Norton  Air  Force  Base,  CA 


Goal  II  -  Impact  Analysis 
Task  2.1  Phase  I  Baseline  Study 

As  indicated  in  the  1st  Quarter  Progress  Report,  the  Phase  I  Study  has 
been  published  and  distributed  to  local  government  jurisdictions,  state 
agencies,  etc.  The  study  is  currently  being  used  as  a  data  base  for  advanced 
studies  and  analysis. 

Task  2.2  Phase  II  Comprehensive  Impact  Analysis 

The  Phase  II  impact  study  (small  operating  base  near  Milford)  has  been 
completed  in  rough  draft  (see  attached  copy).  This  first  draft  has  been 
distributed  to  local  governments,  planning  commissions,  etc.,  for  review 
and  comment.  See  attached  comments  and  meeting  attendance  roster. 

Work  is  continuing  on  Phase  II-B  (a  small  operating  base  near  Delta) 
and  is  on  schedule.  See  the  attached  draft  copy  of  the  Phase  II-B  preliminary 
data  base  study. 

Task  2.3,  2.4,  &  2.5  Update  or  Complete  Comprehensive  Master  Plans;  Develop  or 
Revise  Zoning  Ordinances;  and  Respond  to  Local  Requests  for  Special  Studies  in 
the  Deployment  Area 

MX  Policy  Board  staff,  in  conjunction  with  APA  Associates  and  the  Five 
County  Association  of  Governments,  is  in  the  process  of  updating  local  government 
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master  plans,  land  use  ordinances,  and  controls  to  reflect  potential  MX  related 
growth.  Executed  contracts  between  the  MX  Policy  Board  and  APA  Associates,  and 
between  the  Board  and  the  Five  County  Association  of  Governments  have  been 
forwarded  to  the  Four  Corners  Regional  Commission  and  these  contracts  have  been 
reviewed  and  approved. 

1.  These  studies  will  assess  the  capabilities  of  individual  communities 
to  implement  comprehensive  planning  related  to  MX  growth  and  impacts. 

2.  A  complete  review  of  master  plans  and  land  use  ordinances  will  be 
made  and  specific  recommendations  pertaining  to  needs  and  potential 
problems  will  be  identified.  Issues  such  as  conflicts  in  zoning 
policies  between  communities  and  counties,  the  effectiveness  of 

land  use  regulations,  duplication  of  public  facilities,  cost/benefits 
of  growth  management  cooperation,  etc.,  will  be  addressed. 

Task  2.6  Joint  Fiscal  Impact  Study 

The  MX  Policy  Board  in  a  cooperative  effort  with  the  Utah  MX  Coordination 
Office  has  contracted  with  John  M.  Sanger  Associates,  Inc.  to  perform  a  local 
fiscal  management  reconnaissance.  This  initial  study  will: 

1.  Assess  the  analytical  capabilities  and  adequacy  of  data  possessed 
by  local  governments  in  the  MX  impact  zone. 

2.  Identify  the  strengths  and  weaknesses  in  planning  and  analytical 
efforts  to  date  relevant  to  preparation  of  a  thoroughly  documented 
fiscal  impact  analysis  to  be  completed  by  early  1982. 

3.  Prepare  a  work  program  for  the  future,  encompassing  the  tasks 
required  to  produce  a  fiscal  impact  analysis. 

4.  Identify  the  needs  for  consulting  assistance,  and  the  appropriate 
roles  to  be  played  by  local  officials  and  consultants. 

Task  2.6  is  a  3rd  and  4th  quarter  objective.  A  copy  of  the  executed 
Sanger  Associates  contract  has  been  reviewed  and  approved  by  the  FCRC.  No 
special  problems  are  anticipated. 
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Task  2.7  PHASE  III 

Scoping  the  Phase  III  is  a  3rd  and  4th  quarter  task.  A  concern  of  the 
Policy  Board  and  a  major  deterrent  and  obstacle  to  the  completion  of  this 
task  is  the  failure  of  the  Air  Force  and  the  COE  to  release  their  Construction 
Management  Plan. 

The  entire  planning  and  mitigation  effort  is  hindered  by  the  lack  of 
reliable  information  concerning  construction  figures. 

Task  2.8  DEIS 

Task  2.8,  DEIS  review  has  been  completed  and  the  product  conments  on  the 
MX  DEIS  and  ETRs  have  been  distributed.  (See  attached  copies) 


Goal  III  -  Impact  Mitigation  &  Development  Planning 
Task  3.1  803  Study 

Local  input  on  the  803  Study  has  been  completed.  The  study  containing 
input  from  state  and  local  government  has  gone  from  OEA  via  0MB  and  the  White 
House  to  Congress  where  it  is  currently  being  reviewed.  Several  trips  to 
Washington,  D.C.  have  been  made  to  provide  local  input.  (See  schedule  of 
meetings  below.) 

Task  3.2  Impact  Funding 

As  indicated  earlier  in  the  body  of  this  report,  the  Utah/Nevada  legislative 
proposal  for  impact  funding,  the  locally  preferred  803  alternative,  has  been 
reported  out  of  the  Senate  Armed  Services  Committee  in  tact  and  will  now  be 
debated  in  the  House.  The  following  Is  a  roster  of  meetings  attended  to  provide 
local  input  Into  the  legislative  process  dealing  with  803  impact  funding. 

Date  Place 


April  3,  1981 
May  5,  1981 
May  11.  1981 
May  19,  1981 


Washington,  D.C. 
Las  Vegas,  Nevada 
Washington,  D.C. 
Washington,  D.C. 


► 


ft 


ft 


ft 


ft 


ft 


ft 


ft 


I 


ft 
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Date  Place 

June  11,  1981  Las  Vegas,  Nevada 

A  study  now  under  way  by  Board  staff,  working  with  the  firm  of  Peat, 

Marwick,  Mitchell  &  Company,  is  examining  and  analyzing  the  issue  of  fiscal 
management  of  mitigation  funding.  The  contract,  which  has  been  submitted  to 
the  FCRC  for  review  and  has  been  approved  by  that  body,  is  a  joint  venture 
and  cooperative  effort  between  the  Board  and  the  Utah  MX  Coordination  Office. 

The  study  is  focusing  on: 

1.  Alternative  means  of  funding  impact  assistance  such  as  block 
grant  aid  to  the  impact  area  and  funding  through  various  federal 
departments  and  agencies. 

2.  The  study  will  also  produce  a  recommendation  for  a  multi-project 
fiscal  management  and  accounting  system  and  the  cost  data  required 
by  such  a  system. 

Task  3.3  Local  Facilities  and  Service  Plans 

MX  Policy  Board  staff  has  made  contact  with  service  providers  in  the 
region  and  discussions  with  these  agencies  are  underway  to  assess  their  needs 
for  funds  to  develop  facilities  and  service  plans  to  accommodate  MX  related 
population  growth.  (See  attached  letters) 

The  Southwest  Health  District,  Region  Five  Family  Services,  the  Utah  Health 
Systems  Agency,  and  other  special  service  districts  will  be  involved  in  the 
planning  effort.  This  task  is  proceeding  on  schedule.  No  problems  are  currently 
anticipated.  Task  3.3  is  a  3rd  and  4th  quarter  objective. 

Task  3.4  Erosion  of  Local  Tax  Bases  Study 

John  Short  &  Associates  have  been  retained  by  the  Board  to  examine  alternatives 
for  the  mitigation  of  the  erosion  of  local  tax  bases  by  the  deployment  of  a  tax 
exempt  federal  weapons  system. 
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1.  The  study  will  inventory  local  revenue  structures,  taxing  entities, 
and  existing  impact  reports. 

2.  Existing  constraints  to  modifying/expanding/pooling  local 
revenues  are  being  examined. 

3.  Consequences  of  local  tax  structures  due  to  MX  deployment  are 
being  identified  and  revenue  gaps  are  being  defined. 

4.  Extensive  effort  will  concentrate  on  "gap  financing"  alternatives. 

Task  3.5  FY  1982  Work  Plan  and  Budget 

Members  of  the  MX  Policy  Board  and  staff  will  meet  with  the  staff  of  the 
Utah  MX  Coordination  Office  July  6th  and  7th  to  commence  the  development  of  the 
1982  Work  Plan  and  Budget.  A  proposed  budget  has  been  completed  and  forwarded 
to  Washington,  D.C.  for  the  consideration  of  those  interested. 

The  MX  Policy  Board  and  the  Utah  MX  Coordination  Office  through  the  use 
of  cooperative  agreements  are  working  closely  together  to  identify  relevant 
planning  efforts,  to  coordinate  planning,  and  to  eliminate  duplication  of  effort 
where  possible. 

A  major  concern  for  management  in  relation  to  the  1981  Work  Plan  and  Budget 
has  been  and  continues  to  be  the  incompatible  timing  between  the  initiation  and 
performance  of  tasks  and  the  receipt  of  funds  to  support  those  activities.  More 
coordination  is  required  to  alleviate  this  difficulty. 


ATTACHMENTS  A-C 


ATTACHMENT  A 


PROGRESS  REPORT  BUDGET 


PROGRESS  REPORT  BUDGET 


ATTACHMENT  B 
QUARTERLY  TIME  SHEETS 


QUARTERLY  TIME  SHEET 
H.R.  STARR 


Month  of  April 

April  1st 
8  hours 

April  2nd 
8  hours 

April  3rd 
10  hours 

April  4th 
8  hours 

April  5th 

7  hours 

April  6th 

8  hours 

April  7th 
6  hours 

April  8th 
10  hours 


April  9th 
8  hours 

April  10th 
6  hours 

April  13th 
8  hours 

April  14  th 

6  hours 

April  15th 
8  hours 

April  16th 

7  hours 

April  17th 
4  hours 


Met  with  SUSC  President  in  A.M.,  EDAW  consultants  in  P.M. 
DEIS  Hearing  in  Milford  in  evening. 

Radio  talk  show  in  St.  George  in  A.M.  Travel  to  Las  Vegas 
in  P.M. 

Travel  and  meetings  in  Washington,  D.C. 


Washington,  D.C.  Meetings 


Washington,  D.C.  -  Return  to  Utah 


Caught  up  on  telephone  calls  and  correspondence 


Worked  MX  consumer  fraud  problem  with  local  and 
state  agencies. 

Met  with  Cedar  City  Corporation  and  Iron  County 
Officials  in  A.M.  Attended  Five  County  Association 
of  Governments  Steering  Committee  Meeting  in  Beaver 
in  P.M. 

Travel  and  Meetings  with  State  officials  in  Salt  Lake 
City. 

Return  from  Salt  Lake  City  and  return  telephone  calls 
in  late  P.M. 

Caught  up  on  correspondence  in  A.M.  P.M.  Meetings  with 
Ken  Olson  and  District  Five  UDOT  Staff. 

Meeting  with  Cedar  City  Planning  Commission,  Cedar  City 
Corporation  Staff  and  BLM  Staff. 

Work  on  Revised  Quarter  and  Final  Reports  to  FCRC. 
Evening  meeting  with  Parowan  Planning  Commission. 

Continued  work  on  FCRC  Reports. 


Work  on  Newsletter 


April  20th 
6  hours 


Caught  up  on  telephone  calls  and  correspondence. 


Quarterly  Time 
Attachment 
Page  2 

Month  of  April 

April  21st 
8  hours 

April  22nd 
10  hours 

April  23rd 
12  hours 

April  24th 
8  hours 


April  27th 
6  hours 

April  28th 
8  hours 

April  29th 
8  hours 

April  30th 
8  hours 


Month  of  May 

May  1st 
4  hours 

May  4th 
8  hours 

May  5th 
10  hours 

May  6th 

May  7th 
8  hours 


May  8th 

4  hours 

May  10th 

5  hours 

May  11th 
10  hours 

May  12th 

6  hours 


Sheet 


Continued 


A.M.  work  on  FCRC  Reports.  P.M.  travel  to  Salt  Lake 
City. 

State  MX  Working  Group  Meeting.  Travel  to  Nephi  City 
Council  Meeting  and  back  to  Salt  Lake  City. 

Return  to  Cedar  City  from  Salt  Lake  City  and  on  to 
Beaver  for  Policy  Board  Meeting  in  P.M. 

Caught  up  on  telephone  calls  and  correspondence  in  A.M. 
P.M.  meeting  in  St.  George  with  Southwest  Education 
Development  Center  Officials. 

Revised  Phase  II  Study  Rough  Draft 


Meeting  with  Cedar  City  Corporation,  Brian  Head  Town, 
and  Office  of  Economic  Adjustment  Staff. 

Developed  proposals  for  Iron  and  Beaver  County  MX 
Planning  Studies. 

A.M.  work  on  Iron  and  Beaver  County  Studies.  P.M.  meeting 
with  new  Dixie  College  President. 


A.M.  meeting  with  FCAOG  Planners 


A.M.  caught  up  on  calls  and  correspondence.  P.M.  travel 
to  Las  Vegas. 

Meeting  on  Community  Impact  Assistance  Legislation  at 
Las  Vegas  City  Offices.  Return  to  Cedar  City  in  Evening. 

Ill 

Meeting  with  FCAOG  Planners.  Finalization  of  planning 
process  for  Iron  and  Beaver  Counties  with  consultants 
and  staff. 

Caught  up  on  calls  and  correspondence. 


Travel  to  Las  Vegas 


Travel  and  meetings  in  Washington,  D.C. 


Washington,  D.C.  meetings 
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Month  of 


Continued 


May  13th  Return  from  Washington,  D.C. 

10  hours 


May  14th  Caught  up  on  calls  and  correspondence  in  A.M. 

8  hours  Meetings  with  EDAW  Base  Comprehensive  Planning 

Consultants. 


May  15th  Meetings  in  Milford  with  local  ranchers  and  Air 

6  hours  Force.  Siting  meeting  with  State  and  Local 

Staff  and  area  citizens. 


May  17th  Travel  to  San  Francisco 

6  hours 


May  18th  Base  Comprehensive  Planning  Meeting  and  return 

10  hours  travel  from  San  Francisco. 


May  19th  Caught  up  on  calls  and  correspondence. 

6  hours 


May  20th  A.M.  work  on  Ph&se  II  Document.  P.M.  meeting  in 

8  hours  Milford  to  report  study  to  local  officials  from 

Iron  and  Beaver  Counties. 


May  21st  Travel  to  and  meetings  with  Six  County  Commissioner 

8  hours  Organization  Staff  and  Juab  County  Planning  Staff. 

May  22nd  Meeting  with  Ken  Olson  and  Consultant  in  Salt  Lake  City. 

10  hours  Attended  Air  Force  Siting  Meeting  at  State  Capitol. 

P.M.  meeting  in  Delta  with  Local  Officials  and  return 

to  Cedar  City. 

May  25th  Memorial  Day  Holiday 

May  26th  Travel  to  and  meetings  with  FCRC  Staff  in  Albuquerque. 

10  hours 


May  27th  Return  to  Las  Vegas.  Meeting  with  Las  Vegas  City  and 

8  hours  Clark  County  Staff  and  return  to  Cedar  City. 

May  28th  State  Working  Group  and  Local  Policy  Board  Meetings 

8  hours  in  Cedar  City. 

May  29th  Caught  up  on  calls  and  correspondence. 


Month  of  June 

June  1st  Completed  revised  reports  for  FCRC 

8  hours 

June  2nd  A.M.  work  on  new  consultant  contracts.  P.M.  meeting 

8  hours  in  St.  George  with  FCAOG  staff. 
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Month  of  June  Continued 

June  3rd 

8  hours 

A.M.  meeting  with  Major  McMains.  P.M.  work  on 
contracts . 

ft 

June  4th 

8  hours 

A.M.  work  on  contracts.  P.M.  meeting  with 

President  of  SUSC  and  staff. 

June  5th 

6  hours 

A.M.  finished  consulting  contracts.  P.M.  travel 
to  and  meeting  with  Kane  County  Officials  in  Kanab. 

ft 

June  7th 

10  hours 

Travel  to  Las  Vegas  and  Washington,  D.C. 

June  8th 

6  hours 

Washington,  D.C.  meetings 

ft 

June  9th 

6  hours 

Washington,  D.C.  meetings 

June  10th 

6th 

Washington,  D.C.  meetings 

ft 

June  11th 

10  hours 

Return  to  Cedar  City  from  Washington,  D.C.  via 

Las  Vegas . 

June  12th 

Caught  up  on  calls  and  correspondence. 

ft 

June  15th 

8  hours 

A.M.  meeting  with  Five  County  AOG  staff  and  John  Sanger 
consultant.  P.M.  travel  to  Beryl,  Cedar  City,  Milford, 
and  Richfield. 

June  16th 

9  hours 

Travel  and  meetings  with  John  Sanger  and  state  agencies 
staff  in  Salt  Lake. 

ft 

June  17th 

8  hours 

A.M.  return  to  Cedar  City.  P.M.  meeting  with  London 

Newspaper  Man,  David  Sheers. 

June  18th 

8  hours 

Caught  up  on  calls  and  correspondence. 

ft 

June  19th 

4  hours 

A.M.  confirming  that  all  consultants  had  accepted 
contracts. 

June  22nd 

4  hours 

Preliminary  work  on  July  1st  Progress  Report. 

ft 

June  23rd 

8  hours 

Travel  to  Salt  Lake  City  and  Ontario  California. 

June  24th 

10  hours 

Base  Comprehensive  Planning  Meeting  at  Norton,  AFB 
and  return  to  Cedar  City. 

ft 

June  25th 

8  hours 

Day  spent  with  Peat,  Marwick,  Mitchell  &  Company- 
consultant  in  deployment  area. 

> 
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Month  of  June 


June  26th 
4  hours 

June  29th 
7  hours 

June  30th 
6  hours 


Continued 

Caught  up  on  calls  and  correspondence  and  meeting 
with  SUSC  MX  Committee  Staff. 

Work  on  July  Progress  Report  for  FCRC. 

Continued  work  on  July  Progress  Report. 


MX  POLICY  BOARD 

TIME  AND  ATTENDANCE  REPORT 


NAME  _ nianp  I  amnrpanx _ 

t,tLp  Secretary,  MX  Policy  Board 


MONTH _ U!?y _  ~ _ _  19  81 


I  CERTIFY  THAT  THIS  REPORT  IS  TRUE  AND  CORRECT. 


A -ANNUAL  LEAVE 
S-SICK  LEAVE 
F- FUNERAL  LEAVE 
H- HOLIDAY 


M  -  MILITARY  LEAVE 
1  W  -  LEAVE  WITHOUT  PAY 
v  -  JURY  AND  COURT  LEAVE 
AW  -  ABSENT  WITHOUT  LEAVE 


NOTE-  PLEASE  SUBMIT  2ND  COPY  TO  THE  ASSISTANT  DIRECTOR  AT  THE  END  OF  EACH  MONTH 

PROPERLY  SIGNED. 


MX  POLICY  BOARD 


TIME  AND  ATTENDANCE  REPORT 


Diane  Lamo 


Secretary,  MX  Policy  Board 


MONTH 


19_°J 


I  CERTIFY  THAT  THIS  REPORT  IS  TRUE  AND  CORRECT. 


SIGNATURE 


(  SUPERVISOR  SIGNATURE 

A -ANNUAL  LEAVE  M  -  MILITARY  LEAVE 

S- SICK  LEAVE  LW  -  LEAVE  WITHOUT  PAY 

F  -  FUNERAL  LEAVE  JC  •  JURY  AND  COURT  LEAVE 

H  -  HOLIDAY  AW  -  ABSENT  WITHOUT  LEAVE 


NOTE:  PLEASE  SUBMIT  2ND  COPY  TO  THE  ASSISTANT  DIRECTOR  AT  THE  END  OF  EACH  MONTH 

PROPERLY  SIGNED. 


MX  POLICY  BOARD 


TIME  AND  ATTENDANCE  REPORT 


NAME 

Phillip  B.  Robison 

TITLE 

Assistant  Director,  MX  Policy  Board 

MONTH 

June, 

_ i 

ED 

00 

A -ANNUAL  LEAVE 
S-SICK  LEAVE 
F- FUNERAL  LEAVE 
H  -  HOLIDAY 


M  -  MILITARY  LEAVE 
LW  -  LEAVE  WITHOUT  PAY 
JC  -  JURY  AND  COURT  LEAVE 
AW  -  ABSENT  WITHOUT  LEAVE 


NOTE:  PLEASE  SUBMIT  2ND  COPY  TO  THE  ASSISTANT  DIRECTOR  AT  THE  END  OF  EACH  MONTH 

PROPERLY  SIGNED. 


MX  POLICY  BOARD 


TIME  AND  ATTENDANCE  REPORT 


Phillip  B.  Robison 


Assistant  Director 


MONTH 


19_81 


I  CERTIFY  THAT  THIS  REPORT  IS  TRUE  AND  CORRECT. 


EMPLOYEE  SIGNATURE 


'  SUPERVISOR  SIGNATURE 

A -ANNUAL  LEAVE  M  -  MILITARY  LEAVE 

S  -  SICK  LEAVE  LW  -  LEAVE  WITHOUT  PAY 

F- FUNERAL  LEAVE  JC- JURY  AND  COURT  LEAVE 
H  -  HOLIDAY  AW  -  ABSENT  WITHOUT  LEAVE 


NOTE:  PLEASE  SUBMIT  2ND  COPY  TO  THE  ASSISTANT  DIRECTOR  AT  THE  END  OF  EACH  MONTH 

PROPERLY  SIGNED. 


» 


MX  POLICY  BOARD 

TIME  AND  ATTENDANCE  REPORT 

NAME 

Phillip  B.  Robison 

» 

TITLE 

Assistant  Director,  MX  Policy  Board 

MONTH 

Apri  1 

.  19  81 

1 

A -ANNUAL  LEAVE 
S  •  SICK  LEAVE 
F- FUNERAL  LEAVE 
H  -  HOLIDAY 


M  -  MILITARY  LEAVE 
LW  •  LEAVE  WITHOUT  PAY 
JC  -  JURY  AND  COURT  LEAVE 
AW  -  ABSENT  WITHOUT  LEAVE 


I 


> 


I 


NOTE:  PLEASE  SUBMIT  2ND  COPY  TO  THE  ASSISTANT  DIRECTOR  AT  THE  END  OF  EACH  MONTH 

PROPERLY  SIGNED. 
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ATTACHMENT  C 


REPORTING  &  PAYMENT  SCHEDULE 


EXHIBIT  C 


Type  of  Payment 

Execution  Payment 
(First  Payment) 

Amount:  $225,000.00 

Second  Payment 
Amount:  $225,000.00* 

Third  Payment 
Amount:  $225,000.00 

Fourth  Payment 

Amount:  $90,000.00 

Fifth  Payment 
Amount:  $90,000.00 

Draft  Final  Report 
Amount:  -0- 

Final  Payment 
Amount:  $  45,000.00 


REPORTING  &  PAYMENT  SCHEDULE 
FCRC  No.  6{MS) 11 -899-046-2 


Due  Date 


Due  upon  final  execution  of  Grant. 


Due  upon  the  receipt  and  acceptance  of  the 
First  Progress  and  Financial  Report  which 
is  due  April  1,  1981. 


Due  upon  the  receipt  and  acceptance  of  the 
Second  Progress  and  Financial  Report  which  is 
due  July  1,  1981. 


Due  upon  the  receipt  and  acceptance  of  the 
Third  Progress  and  Financial  Report  which  is 
due  October  1,  1981. 


Due  upon  the  receipt  and  acceptance  of  the 
Fourth  Progress  and  Financial  Report  which  is 
due  January  1,  1982. 


Due  March  1,  198C 


Due  upon  the  receipt  and  acceptance  of  the 
•finished  Final  Narrative  and  Financial  Report 
which  is  due  April  1,  1982. 


*  This  and  all  subsequent  payments  shall  be  conditioned  upon  the  satis¬ 
factory  completion  of  the  tasks  and  responsibilities  set  forth  herein. 


c 


ADDITIONAL  MATERIAL  SUBMITTED 


EDUCATIONAL  ADVISORY  TASK  FORCE 


EDUCATIONAL  ADVISORY  TASK  FORCE 
April,  1981 


Members 

Superintendent  d.  Clair  Morris 
Chal rman 

75  North  300  West 
Cedar  City,  Utah  84720 
Phone:  (801)  586-6516 

Superintendent  Fred  Openshaw 

Vice-Chairman 

P.0.  Box  210 

Eureka,  Utah  84628 

Phone:  (801)  433-6363 

Dean  Harold  His key 
Chairman,  SUSC  MX  Comnittee 
351  West  Center 
Cedar  City,  Utah  84720 
Phone:  (801)  586-7700 

Representative  (to  be  appointed) 
Dixie  College 
St.  George,  Utah  84770 
Phone:  (801)  673-4811 

Superintendent  Lynn  Haslem 
290  North  Main 
Beaver,  Utah  84713 
Phone:  (801)  438-2291 

Superintendent  Jack  Burr 
189  West  Tabernacle 
St.  George,  Utah  84770 
Phone:  (801)  673-3553 

Superintendent  Kenneth  Topham 
140  West  Main 
P.0.  Box  666 
Delta,  Utah  84624 

Superintendent  Clark  Newell 
305  East  100  North 
Nephi ,  Utah  84648 
Phone:  (801)  623-1940 

Superintendent  Clarke  N.  Johnsen 
66  West  Vine  Street 
Tooele,  Utah 


Representing 

Iron  County  School  District 

Tintic  School  District 

Southern  Utah  State  College 

Dixie  College 

Beaver  County  School  District 

Washington  County  School  District 

Millard  County  School  District 

Juab  County  School  District 

Tooele  County  School  District 


SEMI-MONTHLY  BULLETINS 


MISSILE  POLICY  BOARD 


444  South  Main,  Suite  A-1 


Cedar  City,  Utah  84720 
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1.  The  MX  Policy  Board  has  recently  initiated  several  major  studies  to  assess  and 
promote  mitigation  of  potential  MX  missile  system  deployment  impacts: 

a.  The  first  of  the  Board's  studies,  working  with  the  firm  of  John  M. 

Sanger  Associates,  will  assess  the  analytical  capabilities  and  adequacy 
of  data  possessed  by  local  governments  in  the  MX  impact  zone. 

(1)  This  study  will  identify  the  strengths  and  weaknesses  in 
planning  and  in  the  analytical  efforts  to  date  relevant  to  pre¬ 
paration  of  a  thoroughly  documented  fiscal  impact  analysis  to  be 
completed  by  early  1982. 

(2)  The  study  will  outline  a  work  program  for  the  future, 
encompassing  the  tasks  required  to  produce  a  fiscal  impact 
analysis. 

b.  A  second  study,  being  done  with  APA  Associates  and  the  Five  County 
Association  of  Governments,  will  update  local  government  master  plans, 
ordinances,  and  controls  to  reflect  potential  MX  related  growth. 

(1)  The  study  will  assess  the  capabilities  of  individual  communities 
to  implement  comprehensive  planning  related  to  MX  growth  and  impacts. 

(2)  A  complete  review  of  master  plans  and  land  use  ordinances  will 

be  made  and  specific  recommendations  pertaining  to  needs  and  potential 
problems  will  be  identified.  Issues  such  as  conflicts  in  zoning 
policies  between  communities  and  counties,  the  effectiveness  of  land 
use  regulations,  duplication  of  public  facilities,  cost/benefits  of 
growth  management  cooperation,  etc.,  will  be  addressed. 

c.  A  third  study  being  conducted  by  the  Board,  in  conjunction  with  John 
Short  &  Associates,  will  examine  alternatives  for  the  mitigation  of  the 
erosion  of  local  tax  bases  by  the  deployment  of  a  tax  exempt  federal 
weapons  system. 

(1)  The  study  will  inventory  local  revenue  structures,  taxing 
entities,  and  existing  impact  reports. 

(2)  Existing  constraints  to  modifying/expanding/pooling/local 
revenues  will  be  examined. 


(3)  Consequences  to  local  tax  structures  due  to  MX  deployment  will 
be  identified  and  revenue  gaps  will  be  defined  and  prioritized. 

(4)  Extensive  effort  will  then  concentrate  on  analyzing  "gap 
financing"  alternatives  and 

d.  A  fourth  study,  with  the  assistance  of  Peat,  Marwick,  Mitchell  &  Company, 
will  center  on  the  fiscal  management  of  mitigation  funds. 


(1)  This  assessment  will  focus  on  alternative  means  of  funding  Impact 
assistance  such  as  funding  being  distributed  through  various  federal 
departments  or  agencies  or  being  made  available  to  local  governments 
through  a  block  grant. 

(2)  The  study  will  produce  a  recommendation  for  a  multi-project 
fiscal  management  and  accounting  system  and  cost  data  required  by 
such  a  system. 

2.  Board  Chairman  Chad  Johnson  and  Ralph  Starr  met  in  Washington*  D.C.  last 
week  with  the  congressional  delegations  from  Utah  and  Nevada,  the  Office  of 
Economic  Adjustment,  the  Air  Force,  and  others  regarding  the  proposed  block 
grant  legislation  for  deployment  impact  funding.  The  meetings  were  evidently 
successful  as  the  Senate  Armed  Services  Committee  reported  the  legislative 
draft  out  of  committee  verbatim.  Efforts  will  now  be  concentrated  in  the 
House  of  Representatives  to  complete  the  process. 

3.  The  15  member  panel  selected  by  Defense  Secretary,  Caspar  W.  Weinberger, 
to  study  MX  weapons  system  deployment  modes  will  most  likely  make  their 
recommendation  to  Secretary  Weinberger  and  President  Reagan  during  the  first 
week  of  July. 

4.  A  number  of  consultants  associated  with  firms  under  contract  with  the  MX 
Policy  Board  are  beginning  to  collect  information  in  the  deployment  area. 

Their  contacts  with  local  jurisdictions  will  be  coordinated  through  the  Policy 
Board  Office  and  all  consultants  will  be  identified  prior  to  the  release  of 
information.  Organizations  and  firms  involved  are  as  follows: 

a.  Five  County  Association  of  Governments 

b.  Six  County  Commissioners  Organization 

c.  Paul  Nelson  Associates 

d.  APA  Associates 

e.  John  Short  &  Associates 

f.  Peat,  Marwick,  Mitchell  &  Company 

g.  John  M.  Sanger  Associates,  Inc. 

If  you  have  questions,  please  contact  this  office. 

5.  Chairman  Johnson  and  Starr  will  attend  a  Base  Comprehensive  Planning 
Coordination  Meeting  at  Norton  AFB,  CA  on  June  24th  to  discuss  matters 
relating  to  the  siting  of  the  Utah  MX  Operating  Base.  The  primary  purpose 
of  the  meeting  will  be  to  discuss  siting  alternatives  within  the  Milford 
and  Beryl  suitability  zones.  Evaluation  factors  to  be  considered  are: 

a.  Exclusionary  factors  which  eliminate  areas  from  consideration 
for  operational,  geotechnical  or  environmental  reasons. 

b.  Avoidance/mitigation  factors  due  to  existing  conditions  which 
present  a  siting  conflict. 


c.  Operational,  environmental,  socioeconomic  and  other  quality  of 
life  objectives. 


(801)  586-5172 


MISSILE  POLICY  BOARD 


444  South  Main,  Suite  A-1  •  Cedar  City,  Utah  84720 


SEMI-MONTHLY  BULLETIN 
NUMBER  3-81 


May  15,  1981 


1.  MX  Policy  Board  Chairman  Chad  Johnson  and  Director  Ralph  Starr  were  recently 
in  Washington  D.C.  to  meet  with  the  President's  Economic  Adjustment  Committee. 
The  major  items  of  concern  addressed  were: 

a.  The  Urban  Institute's  report  on  local  government  tax  burden  thresholds 
and  limits  was  reviewed.  The  report  indicated  that  communities  under  5,000 
population  experiencing  growth  of  over  5  percent  per  year  from  military 
activity  are  saddled  with  unfair  and  burdensome  taxes  to  support  that 
growth.  Cities  ranging  in  population  from  5,000  to  200,000  would  have  to 
be  examined  on  a  case  by  case  basis. 

b.  Means  of  alleviating  this  unfair  tax  burden  were  considered.  School 
districts  and  special  service  districts  were  not  analyzed  in  this  report. 

c.  The  completed  Utah/Nevada  legislative  package  calling  for  block  grant 
MX  impact  funding  to  local  and  state  governments  was  distributed  to  members 
of  the  committee  and  discussed.  (M©»  0EA,  and  the  Air  Force  provided  input 
and  a  revised  edition  of  the  proposed  legislative  act  was  sent  to  the 
Pentagon  for  federal  reaction.  Starr  is  hopeful  that  Congress  will  now 
approve  the  block  grant  approach. 

d.  Johnson  and  Starr  met  in  Las  Vegas  with  representatives  from  Nevada 
state  and  local  governments  prior  to  the  Washington  D.C.  meeting  to  hammer 
out  revisions  and  reconciliations  in  the  original  block  grant  legislation 
to  promote  the  chances  of  its  eventual  acceptance.  Alternative  approaches 
had  been  developed  by  the  Office  of  Economic  Adjustment  and  the  Office  of 
Management  and  Budget. 


2.  Phil  Robison,  Assistant  Director  for  the  MX  Policy  Board,  met  on  May  5th  with 
regional  high  school  vocational  directors  on  the  SUSC  campus  to  discuss  potential 
impacts  on  educational  institutions  if  the  MX  weapon  system  was  deployed  in  Utah. 
Studies  currently  underway  are  examining  issues  such  as: 

a.  Existing  labor  force  capabilities 

b.  MX  work  force/labor  profiles,  the  level  and  types  of  skills  that  will 
be  required,  and  the  size  of  the  labor  force  that  will  be  employed  in  the 
construction  and  operation  of  the  MX  system. 

c.  Capabilities  and  roles  of  educational  institutions-secondary  and  higher 
education-in  providing  vocational  training  to  accommodate  demands  for  labor. 

d.  Funding  sources  to  help  educational  institutions  meet  the  responsi¬ 
bilities  and  requirements  that  will  be  placed  on  them  by  labor  force 
demands . 

3.  Colonel  Van  Dillen,  Deputy  Assistant  for  MX  Matters,  Headquarters  USAF, 
Washington  D.C.  and  Phil  Robison  representing  the  MX  Policy  Board  attended  the 


city  streets  and  county  roads  school  held  May  13th  on  the  SUSC  campus  to  address 
MX  Impact  issues  relating  to  transportation  networks. 

Alex  Mansour  from  District  Five  of  the  Utah  Department  of  Transportation  gave  a 
presentation  at  this  meeting  outlining  new  roads  and  the  increased  maintenance 
on  existing  roads  likely  to  be  required  by  MX  deployment.  Mansour  indicated 
that  construction  of  and  improvements  on  roads  could  start  as  early  as  1982 
following  a  decision  to  deploy  the  MX  system  in  Utah. 

4.  Colonel  Van  Dillen  and  Major  Bob  McMains  of  the  U.S.  Air  Force  conducted  a 
news  conference  for  members  of  the  local  news  media  on  May  13th  in  the  MX  Policy 
Board  Offices.  Colonel  Van  Dillen  and  Major  McMains  briefed  the  press  on  current 
MX  developments  and  answered  questions  regarding  local  concerns. 

5.  The  next  Utah  MX  Intergovernmental  Working  Group  Meeting  will  be  held  on 
May  28th  at  1:00  p.m.  in  Room  204  of  the  Old  Administration  Building  on  the 
SUSC  campus. 

The  MX  Policy  Board  will  meet  at  the  same  location  starting  at  5:00  p.m.  the 
evening  of  May  28th. 

6.  Starr  and  Robison  are  continuing  to  meet  with  local  government  officials  in 
Southern  Utah  counties  to  brief  them  on  MX  Policy  Board  planning  efforts  and  to 
assess  the  status  of  local  zoning  ordinances  and  master  plans. 

7.  On  May  15th,  the  Air  Force  held  public  meetings  in  Milford  to  discuss  MX 
weapon  system  siting  issues  and  to  receive  local  input. 

a.  Designated  transportation  networks,  a  proposed  area  support  center 
siting  near  Delta,  and  a  general  discussion  of  a  Milford  Operating  Base 
location  were  some  of  the  issues  addressed. 

b.  The  Air  Force  met  earlier  that  day  with  ranchers  from  the  area  and 
personnel  from  the  BLM  concerning  grazing  permits  and  to  receive  input 
regarding  ranching  operations  in  the  proposed  deployment  region. 

8.  Robison  and  representatives  from  EDAW,  the  consulting  firm  doing  operating 
base  comprehensive  planning  for  the  Air  Force,  met  with  community,  education, 
and  religious  leaders  on  May  11th  to  solicit  input  relating  to  local  attitudes, 
desires,  and  concerns  regarding  the  location  of  an  operating  base  at  Milford. 
Quality  of  life  issues  such  as  the  following  were  addressed: 

a.  Transportation 

b.  Communication 

c.  Recreation 

d.  Environmental  Sensitivity 

e.  Aesthetics 

f.  Social /Psychological  Pressures 

A  similar  meeting  was  held  in  Milford  on  the  12th  with  community  leaders  from 
Beaver  County. 
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1.  The  MX  Education  Task  Force  met  recently  on  the  campus  of  Southern  Utah 
State  College.  Bill  Trabert,  Nevada  Department  of  Education,  and  Bob 

Worthington,  Utah  System  of  Higher  Education,  were  asked  to  form  a  special  * 

task  force  to  look  into  the  projected  needs  for  trained  manpower,  survey  the 

existent  capability  for  meeting  these  needs  and  recommend  what  else  needs  to 

be  done  to  put  Nevada  and  Utah  into  a  position  to  respond  appropriately  to 

future  demands  for  vocational /technical  training  at  the  high  school  and  post 

high  school  levels.  ^ 

a.  Funds  for  the  support  of  the  work  of  this  task  force  will  be 
sought  from  each  of  the  State  MX  Planning  Offices. 

b.  A  progress  report  on  the  work  of  this  special  task  force  will 

be  forthcoming.  ^ 

2.  MX  Policy  Board  Director  Ralph  Starr  and  Phil  Robison  met  on  April  24th 
with  Superintendents  representing  Utah  school  districts  located  in  MX 
deployment  impacted  areas  to  brief  them  on  MX  developments. 

a.  A  technical  advisory  conmittee  on  education  comprised  of  school  * 

superintendents  from  these  local  Utah  school  districts  was  formed. 

The  purpose  of  this  body  will  be  to  provide  technical  expertise  and 
assistance  to  the  MX  Policy  Board  on  education  issues. 

b.  J.  Clair  Morris,  Superintendent  of  the  Iron  County  School  District 

was  elected  chairman  of  this  committee  and  Fred  Openshaw,  Tintic  School  ► 

District  Superintendent  was  installed  as  vice-chairman. 

3.  Starr  and/or  Robison  appeared  before  over  twenty  (20)  county  commissions, 
city  councils,  planning  commissions ,  and  other  local  jurisdictions  during  the 

month  of  April  to  present  briefings  and  updates  on  MX  developments  and  to  I 

continue  the  status  survey  of  local  zoning  ordinances,  controls,  and  master 

plans. 


a.  Zoning  ordinances,  subdivision  ordinances,  and  master  plans  are 
being  screened  by  local  governments  to  determine  if  updating  or  further 

work  due  to  MX  related  growth  is  required.  » 

b.  Iron  County  and  the  municipalities  within  Iron  County  have  requested 
funding  for  a  study  to  coordinate  county  wide  efforts  to  insure  that  wide 
variances  do  not  exist  between  the  plans  and  zoning  and  code  requirements 
either  between  the  county  and  communities  or  between  various  communities 

within  the  county.  I 


> 


c.  The  MX  Policy  Hoard  approved  funding  for  the  Iron  County/munici pal i ties 
request,  as  well  as  for  similar  studies,  on  a  concept  basis,  to  be  conducted 
In  Beaver,  Millard,  and  Juab  counties. 


r 


4.  Phase  II-A,  the  base  operational  impact  study  for  an  operating  base  location 
near  Milford  should  be  available  in  draft  or  first  cut  form  by  mid-May. 

a.  The  comprehensive  impact  study  based  on  current  Air  Force  MX 
projections  for  a  small  OB  in  the  North  Escalante  Valley  will  address 
issues  such  as: 


1. 

Population  Projections 

2. 

Impact  Area  Land  Use  Analysis 

3. 

Ordinances  and  Codes 

4. 

Housing 

5. 

Jurisdictional  Services:  General 
Cemeteries,  Parks  and  Recreation 
Protection,  Solid  Waste,  Streets 

Government,  Libraries 
,  Public  Safety,  Fire 
and  Roads,  Airports 

6. 

Sewage  Disposal  and  Water  Supply 

7. 

Social  Services 

8. 

Education 

9. 

Heal th 

10. 

Transportation 

11. 

Utilities 

b.  There  will  be  a  meeting  on  May  20th  at  1:00  p.m.  in  the  Milford 
Library  for  Beaver  and  Iron  County  elected  officials  for  the  purpose 
of  reviewing  the  first  draft  of  this  Phase  II  document. 

5.  The  MX  Policy  Board  in  conjunction  with  the  Office  of  Economic  Adjustment 
(OEA)  is  tentatively  olanning  a  two-day  Training  Seminar  on  Planning  Management 
for  late  May  in  Southern  Utah. 

a.  Elected  officials,  staffs,  members  of  planning  commissions,  etc., 
within  the  MX  deployment  area  will  have  an  opportunity  to  study  planning 
techniques  and  methodologies  at  the  two-day  workshop. 

b.  Additional  information  concerning  the  place  and  date  of  the  Planning 
Seminar  and  persons  to  be  involved  in  this  training  program  will  be 
announced  in  the  near  future. 

6.  MX  related  activity  in  the  U.S.  Congressional  and  Executive  branches  has 
slowed  down  somewhat  during  the  past  two  weeks.  Legislative  action  dealing 
with  the  MX  system  has  been  held  up  pending  a  decision  from  President  Reagan 
concerning  his  plan  for  the  system's  future. 

a.  The  15  member  panel  selected  by  Defense  Secretary,  Caspar  W. 

Weinberger,  to  review  the  MX  basing  system  will  most  likely  report 
their  findings  to  the  President  and  Secretary  Weinberger  in  June. 

A  decision  from  the  White  House  should  be  forth  coming  in  July. 

b.  There  appears  to  be  growing  support  on  the  part  of  Legislative, 
Executive,  ana  Federal  agency  personnel  for  some  form  of  block  grant 
Impact  mitigation  funding  to  assist  local  governments  in  the  impacted 
areas  to  acconmodate  the  MX  induced  growth. 
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1.  MX  Policy  Board  Chairman,  Chad  Johnson  and  Director,  Ralph  Starr;  State 
MX  Coordinator,  Kenneth  Olson;  and  Governor  Matheson  recently  were  in  Washington 
D.C.  for  Congressional  testimony. 

a.  The  Utah  State  and  local  government  representatives  testified 
before  the  House  Armed  Services  Committee  chaired  by  Representative 
Brinkley.  The  testimony  concerned  the  legislative  package  on  block 
grant  funding.  First  cut  or  draft  information  was  presented  and  from 
all  indications  the  block  grant  funding  approach  for  mitigating  MX 
deployment  impacts  was  favorably  received. 

b.  The  Utah  delegation  presented  testimony  jointly  with  their  Nevada 
state  and  local  government  counterparts. 

c.  It  is  anticipated  that  the  Chairman  and  the  Director  of  the  Board 
will  be  called  to  Washington  in  the  near  future  for  testimony  before 
the  Senate  Armed  Services  Committee  and  again  before  the  House  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Public  Lands. 

d.  Eight  different  committees  and  subcommittees  of  the  House  and 
Senate  are  working  directly  with  the  MX  Program.  Not  all  will  require 
personal  appearances  from  MX  Policy  Board  representatives,  but  it  is 
anticipated  that  the  Director  will  be  required  to  spend  a  considerable 
amount  of  time  working  with  the  staffs  of  the  various  above  mentioned 
commi ttees . 


2.  Phil  Robison,  the  Assistant  Director  for  the  MX' Policy  Board,  has  for¬ 
mulated  fiscal  management  policies  and  procedures  for  Board  review  and 
approval.  Policy  manuals  to  be  adopted  to  govern  Board  management  activities 


a.  Travel  Policies  and  Procedures 

b.  Personnel  Policies  and  Procedures 

c.  Purchasing  &  Accounting  Policies  and  Procedures 

d.  Personal  and  Professional  Services  Procurement  Policies  and  Procedures 


3.  The  Assistant  Director  initiated  a  computerized  accounting  and  reporting 
system  for  the  Board.  The  system  was  put  on  line  April  1,  1981  and  will  be 
utilized  for  FY  1981  accounting  requirements  and  fiscal  management. 


4.  Director  Starr  submitted  to  the  Four  Corners  Regional  Commission  the 
Final  Close  Out  Report  for  FY  1980  and  the  Second  Quarter  FY  1981  Progress 
Report . 


a.  The  Final  FY  1980  Close  Out  Report  will  initiate  the  receipt  of 
the  final  $12,000.00  in  study  and  planning  monies  due  on  the  FY  1980 
contract. 

b.  The  Second  Quarter  report  will  generate  the  issuance  of  $225,000.00 
for  MX  Policy  Board  contracted  activities  during  the  next  three  (3) 
months. 


5.  Thirteen  standing  Citizen  Advisory  Committees,  each  chaired  by  a  member 
of  the  Board,  have  been  formed  in  the  topical  areas:  (1)  Rapid,  Large-Scale 
Growth  (includes  housing),  (2)  Energy  &  Nonrenewable  Resources,  (3)  Manpower 
&  Employment,  (4)  Health  &  Social  Services,  (5)  Land  Use  &  Rights  (includes 
transportation),  (6)  Geology  &  Minerals,  (7)  Recreation,  (8)  Water  Resources, 
(9)  Agriculture,  (10)  Wildlife  Resources,  (11)  Native  American,  (12)  Public 
Safety,  and  (13)  Cultural  Resources.  These  committees  are  made  up  of  rep¬ 
resentatives  from  all  counties  involved  in  the  Policy  Board  and  will  serve 
as  technical  advisers  to  the  Board. 


6.  Starr  and  Robison  are  in  the  process  of  surveying  all  local  jurisdictions 
in  the  region  to  determine  if  their  zoning  ordinances  and  controls  and  master 
plans  need  updating  or  further  work  due  to  MX  related  growth.  When  the  list 
is  completed,  both  public  and  private  sub-contractors  will  be  retained  to 
conduct  necessary  improvements.  It  is  anticipated  that  15-20  of  these  studies 
in  varying  degrees  of  depth  will  be  conducted  at  the  same  time.  Many  jurisdic¬ 
tions  have  recently  updated  Master  Plans  and  simply  need  MX  population  update?. 


7.  The  local  DEIS  review  process  has  been  concluded,  integrated  into  a  formal, 
written  document,  and  sent  to  the  State  for  inclusion  into  a  Final  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  for  comprehensive  planning  and  impact  mitigation  purposes. 
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COMMENTS  BASE  COMPREHENSIVE  PLANNING 


Please  notify  Captain  Snowbarger  at  382-6081 


(801)  586-5172 


MISSILE  POLICY  BOARD 

444  South  Main,  Suite  A-1  •  Cedar  City,  Utah  84720 


June  9,  1981 


ft 


I 


Wayne  Snowbarger 
Captain,  USAF 
AFRCE-MX/DEVC 

Norton  Air  Force  Base,  CA  92409 


Dear  Captain  Snowbarger: 


We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  Deliverables 
and  21.  Due  to  the  compressed  timetable,  a  thorough 
possible.  Attached  you  will  find  a  letter  from  UDOT 
with  further  deficiencies  and  recommendations  on  the 
Plan,  Deliverable  10. 


10,  13,  15,  16, 
analysis  was  not 
District  Office 
Transportation 


General  Comments  on  Deliverable  21:  Comprehensive  Design  Guidance 

EDAW's  rationale  and  assumptions  relating  to  design  guidance  for  the  MX 
operating  base  convey  sound  and  well  thought-out  concepts.  The  design 
guide  will  relate  directly  to  the  selected  site.  It  cannot  be  completed 
prior  to  site  selection  due  to  the  differing  characteristics  of  each  site 
and  the  need  to  be  responsive  to  local  conditions. 

Identification  of  functional  systems  at  the  MX  operating  base  will  be  of 
great  interest  to  elected  officials,  planners,  and  community  leaders  in 
areas  near  the  base.  Knowing  resources  and  functional  systems  contained 
within  the  operating  base  will  enable  locally  impacted  communities  to  more 
readily  develop  specific  mitigation  plans. 

One  planning  goal  EDAW  identified  for  the  operating  base  is  maximum  emergency 
efficiency.  Geothermal  energy  resources  could  be  recommended  to  them  as  energy 
support  to  the  MX  operating  base,  especially  since  EDAW  appears  inovative  in 
building  design  plans  and  alternate  energy  sources. 

Lastly,  the  usage  possibilities  or  prioritization  for  local  merchandising  or 
use  of  local  landscapers,  engineers,  architects,  laborers,  etc.,  should  be 
addressed  in  further  interim  reports. 

General  Comments  on  Deliverable  13:  Energy  Plan 

Deliverable  13  discusses  possible  energy  sources  and  energy  conservation 
measures  for  the  Milford  Main  Operating  Base.  EDAW  and  the  Air  Force  are 
recommending  stringent  construction  and  siting  standards  which  will  minimize 
the  need  for  heating  and  cooling. 

Solar,  geothermal,  and  wind  energy  are  being  considered  as  possible  alternate, 
renewable  energy  sources.  These  sources  would  lessen  the  demand  for  purchased 
electrical  power.  If  large  amounts  of  purchased  power  are  required,  then  the 
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surrounding  local  communities  power  rates  will  inevitably  increase.  Therefore, 
we  recomnend  the  use  of  energy  sources  which  will  reduce  the  purchase  of 
electrical  power. 


Specific  Comments  on  Deliverable  13:  Energy  Plan 

Chapter  Page  Para.  Comments 

13.2  2  2  Work  area  and  community  center  buildings 

will  be  served  by  means  of  one  or  more 
coal  fired  central  plants.  We  highly 
recommend  that  required  coal  be  obtained 
from  local  coal  fields. 

General  Comments  on  Deliverable  15:  Utility  Systems 

As  with  other  deliverables,  it  is  assumed  that  a  good  majority  of  the  employees 
and  dependents  will  be  living  on  or  in  the  direct  vicinity  of  the  base.  It  is 
Four  County  Policy  Board  policy  to  have  employees  and  dependents  not  living  on 
the  base  move  to  existing  communities.  Therefore,  in  the  case  of  water  supply, 
the  total  operating  base  water  needs  are  considered  high.  This  excess  water, 
however,  should  be  allocated  to  the  existing  surrounding  local  communities  that 
will  receive  population  impacts  from  MX. 

The  operating  base  will  use  reclaimed  water  wherever  possible.  We  support  this 
concept  so  that  limited  water  resources  can  be  used  to  support  local  communities 
and  existing  agriculture.  The  transfer  of  usage  for  water  in  the  Escalante  Valley 
would  be  required  because  no  new  water  is  to  be  allocated  for  community  develop¬ 
ment.  These  impacts  were  not  covered. 

The  information  seems  to  be  accurate,  although  the  national  average  has  been  used 
and  this  area  exceeds  that  average  for  water. 

This  deliverable  only  rarely  discusses  what  effects  these  proposed  plans  will 
have  on  local  communities.  More  information  is  needed  concerning  this  important 
aspect  of  MX  for  all  of  the  different  utility  systems. 


Specific  Comments  on  Deliverable  15:  Utility  Systems 


Chapter 

15.3 


15.3 


Page 

20 


20 


Para.  Comments 

2  With  the  present  siting  of  the  operating 

base  near  the  Iron  County,  Beaver  County 
line,  Milford  would  be  over  20  miles  away 
instead  of  10  as  stated.  Also  population 
figures  are  stated  for  1977.  1980  census 

data  lists  the  population  of  Milford, 
Minersville,  and  Beaver  as  1293,  552,  and 
1792  respectively. 

3  This  paragraph  states  that  Milford  must 
improve  its  water  supply  system... if  future 
growth  is  to  be  accommodated  within  the 
existing  water  rights.  Milford  has  been 
approved  for  funding  for  a  new  well  and 
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Chapter 

15.4 

15.4.2.1.9 

15.7.3 

15.7.8 


15.10.3.1 

15.10.3.2 


Page 


34 


43 


106 

122 


146 


147 


Para.  Comnents 

pump,  a  new  chlorinating  system,  and  a 
1,900,000  gallon  storage  tank. 

2  This  paragraph  again  shows  reference  to 

distance  from  Milford  to  the  OB  and  should 
be  adjusted  accordingly.  We  strongly  favor 
all  water  conservation  measures  that  are 
recommended  for  the  base. 

This  mentions  population  figures  that  were 
made  available  as  of  March  4,  1981.  We  do 
not  necessarily  agree  with  the  percentages 
of  on-  and  off-base  employees  and  dependents. 

5  The  same  reference  to  distance  is  again 

shown.  It  should  again  be  adjusted  accordingly 

It  appears  that  virtually  all  the  information 
that  will  be  useful  to  us  for  evaluating  the 
solid  waste  section  will  be  provided  in  the 
next  submittal,  therefore,  we  are  simply 
recommendi ng  topics  that  should  be  carefully 
looked  into. 

Of  most  importance  is  the  possibility  of 
having  the  sanitary  land  fill  be  available 
for  joint  military  and  community  use. 

Specific  questions  that  need  to  be  answered: 

(1)  What  will  the  service  area  be?;  (2)  What 
are  the  capital,  operating,  and  maintenance 
costs?;  (3)  What  are  the  per  capita  costs?; 

(4)  What  standards  are  being  used  for  amounts 
of  solid  waste  generation?;  (5)  What  will  the 
costs  be  to  local  taxpayers?;  (6)  How  do  these 
costs  compare  to  having  separate  facilities 
for  the  military  and  the  communities? 

1  There  is  an  estimate  of  the  maximum  electrical 

requirements  if  all  energy  is  supplied  by 
electricity.  This  includes  heating  and  air 
conditioning,  however,  the  data  is  for  Coyote 
Springs  which  has  substantially  different 
weather  conditions  and  therefore  different 
heating  and  air  conditioning  requirements.* 

1  It  states  that  MIt  is  anticipated  that  an 

ancilliary  civilian  community  will  develop 
within  or  adjacent  to  the  MX  base.  As 
stated  before,  this  is  entirely  contrary 
to  local  policy. 
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General  Comments  on  Deliverable  16;  Communications  Systems 

EDAM's  report  goes  into  great  detail  reviewing  transmission  technology 
and  distribution  systems  for  telecommunications.  The  outlook  presented 
is  quite  impressive. 

Technological  capabilities  for  handling  masses  of  information  at  affordable 
costs  exist.  However,  the  possibility  of  such  systems  impacting  the  sparsely 
populated  areas  of  Southwestern  Utah  are  questionable-vf  population  masses 
are  needed  to  off-set  costs.  If  advanced  communication  systems  are  introduced 
to  the  area  for  military  purposes,  it  would  seem  potential  may  exist  for  local 
communities  and  residents  to  tap  communication  resources,  thus  eliminating 
existent  telephone  communication  problems. 

General  Comments  on  Deliverable  10:  Transportation  Plan 

This  report  predominately  discusses  on-base  transportation  systems  required 
for  three  development  scenarios.  Basically,  it  recommends  a  balance  on-base 
transportation  system  consisting  of  highway,  transit,  pedestrian,  and  bicycle 
systems. 

It  is  recommended  that  the  regional  highway  system  and  associated  MX  impacts 
be  studied  in  more  detail  including  off-base  housing  in  establisheJ  communities 
and  airport  impacts  from  civilian  usage.  Attached  please  refer  to  UDOT  District 
Office  letter  with  further  deficiencies  and  recommendations. 


Specific  Comments  on  Deliverable  10:  Transportation  Plan 

Chapter  Page  Para.  Comments 

10.3.1  22  3  To  help  ensure  an  adequate,  functional 

highway  system,  EDAW  has  recommended  as 
one  of  its  highway  planning  policies  that 
all  regional  highway  facilities  are  up¬ 
graded  to  established  highway  design 
standards  and  have  sufficient  highway 
capacity  to  meet  projected  travel  demand. 
While  we  agree  with  this  policy,  it  must 
be  noted  that  federal  funding  will  be 
required  for  most  of  the  highway  improvements. 


10.3.4.1  30  3/4  This  report  concentrates  on  the  assumption 

that  all  employees  will  live  either  on  the 
base  or  in  the  vicinity  zone  with  no  one 
commuting  from  nearby  communities  for  work 
purposes.  This  is  in  direct  conflict  with 
Four  County  Policy  Board  policy. 

10.3.5.2  36  1  It  is  stated  that  from  Cedar  City,  Salt  Lake 

City  is  approximately  200  miles  to  the  north, 
whereas,  it  is  actually  250  miles. 
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Chapter  Page  Para. 


Comments 


10.4.2  39  4/5  The  section  pertaining  to  air  transportation 

identifies  joint  civilian  and  military  use 
of  tht  airfield  as  a  feasible  option.  With 
the  relatively  close  proximity  of  Cedar  City 
and  St.  George,  both  of  which  have  regularly 
scheduled  commercial  flights,  we  feel  that 
the  base  airfield  will  not  be  available  for 
public  use. 


Sincerely, 


H.R.  Starr 
Di rector 


HRS :  dl 

Attachment  -  UDOT  Letter 
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(Attachment  to  Captain  Snowbarger  Letter) 


ft.  tAVAUN  COX 
CMANMAM 
WAVME  t  WMTfftS 
VKX  CMAMMAM 
CUMN  CHUftCH 
SA4MJCI  J.  TAtlOft 
CMAftUftf-  WAftO 


UTAH  DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 


ftONAlD  A.  FCftNUY 
SfOKTAftY 


880  North  Main 
Cedar  City,  Utah  84720 

June  8,  1981 


Director 

William  D.  Hurley,  P.E. 

Assistant  Director 
C.V.  Anderson,  P.E. 


District  Director 
Alex  E.  Mans  our,  P.E. 


MX  Missile  Policy  Board 
444  South  Main,  Suite  A-l 
Cedar  City,  Utah  84720 

m  Attention:  Ralph  Starr,  Director 

Gentlemen: 

On  Thursday,  June  4,  1981,  we  were  furnished  one  copy  of  Deliverable  10, 
Interim  Report  1,  Transportation  Plan,  Milford  MX  Base  Comprehensive 
Plan.  We  were  asked  to  review  and  comment  on  the  document  by  Monday, 

June  8,  1981. 

Time  allowed  only  a  cursory  review.  Two  weeks  of  time  are  needed  for  a 
thorough  study. 

Our  review  has  been  most  disappointing.  The  document  is  erroneous  and 
inadequate.  It  appears  to  have  been  prepared  by  parties  unacquainted  with 
the  Milford  area.  No  contact  was  made  with  the  "r'QT  District  Office  in 
Cedar  City. 

Typical  errors  pertaining  to  the  existing  public  highway  system  appear  on 
pages  35,  36,  37,  38,  and  39,  together  with  Figures  10.3.5.2-1,  10.3.5.2-2, 

10.3.5.3- 1,  10.3.5.3-2,  10.3.5.4-1,  10.3.5.4-2,  10.3.5.4-3,  10.3.5.4-4, 

10.3.5.4- 5,  and  10.3.5.4-6.  The  route  identified  as  State  Route  19  has  not 
been  on  the  State  Highway  System  for  approximately  twelve  years,  and  it  is 
not  a  "secondary,  all  weather,  hard  surface  state  route."  The  document 

m  appears  to  suggest  that  this  worn  out,  poorly  maintained,  and  seldom 
used  road  is  capable  of  accommodating  770  vehicles  per  hour  per  lane 
in  its  present  condition.  On  the  other  hand.  State  Route  130  between 
Cedar  City  and  Mlnersville  is  never  identified  as  a  State  Route.  Also,  1-15 
is  treated  as  a  principle  connecting  route  for  MX  activities;  yet,  its  use 
requi res  horrendous  ci rcui ty  of  travel . 

The  "Highway  and  Street  Planning  Policies"  on  page  22  are  disturbing;  for 
example,  the  document  proposes  to  "maintain  a  level  of  service  'D'  for 
automobile  travel  during  peak  hours  on  all  arterial s."  This  policy  state¬ 
ment  Is  unacceptable  to  UD0T  in  its  present  form.  We  may  accept  it  if 
the  design  year  Is  twenty  years  hence  or  thereabout  but  not  upon  commencement 
of  MX  operations. 

UDOT  has  exerted  considerable  effort  in  preparing  an  assessment  of  public 
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Ralph  Starr 
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roads  and  a  plan  for  accommodation  of  the  MX  Missile  System  in  harmony  with 

the  public  road  system.  This  information  has  already  been  furnished  to  » 

the  Air  Force.  Deliverable  10  is  grossly  inadequate,  erroneous,  and 

generally  inferior  to  the  UDOT  material. 

1 

We  recommend  that  Deliverable  10  be  returned  to  its  authors  for  appropriate  j 

revision  and  that  the  revisions  be  based  upon  reliable  information  that  J 

may  be  obtained  at  the  UDOT  District  Five  Office  in  Cedar  City.  I  j 

1 

Yours  very  truly,  j 

L  **  ^  ^  | 

/  h  ' 

Alex  E.  Mansour,  »  ; 

District  Director 

cc:  H.  B.  Leatham 

Ken  Olsen  , 

i 

I  | 


MISSILE  POLICY  BOARD 

444  South  Main,  Suite  A-1  •  Cedar  City,  Utah  84720 


(801)  586-5172 


I 


MEMO 


8 


FROM: 

TO: 


H.R.  Starr,  Director 


*0 


Captain  W.H.  Snowbarger 


DATE:  May  8,  1981 

RE:  EDAW  Deliverables 


» 


I 


I  wish  to  preface  my  remarks  with  the  general  statement  that  I  regard 

the  EDAW  approach  to  BCP  as  it  relates  to  cooperation  with  the  Utah 

Locals  as  positive.  I'm  impressed  with  their  (EDAW)  willingness  to 

respond  in  a  flexible  manner  to  our  needs.  > 

Some  generic  corrments  on  the  basic  EDAW  approach  to  data  collection, 
management,  and  involvement  with  the  Policy  Board  Office  are  as  follows: 

1.  I  feel  that  there  is  too  much  reliance  on  questionable 

secondary  data  such  as  the  DEIS  and  more  specifically  * 

the  HDR  input.  I  realize  that  its  difficult  and  not 

expeditious  to  reinvent  the  wheel,  but  I  also  feel  that 

any  analysis  that  utilizes  DEIS  numbers  for  planning 

purposes  is  suspect. 

2.  I  am  concerned  that  the  methodology  and  demographics  > 

employed  by  EDAW  either  be  consistent  with  UPED  model 

being  utilized  by  Nevada,  Utah,  OEA,  and  others  involved 
in  complimentary  studies  or  the  differences  in  methodology 
be  expressed  in  detail  for  possible  comparative  purposes. 

3.  It  is  important  that  EDAW  continue  to  coordinate  with  the  * 

Local  Policy  Board  to  avoid  overloading  the  small  rural 

staffs  in  the  deployment  area.  In  the  past,  they  have 
been  besieged  by  numerous  contractors  asking  for  MX  related 
data. 

Specific  Comments  on  Deliverables  * 

Deliverable  5: 

I  have  no  real  problem  with  EDAW's  Data  Management  Plan.  On  page  5,  they 

refer  to  the  "M-X  Information  Center”.  I  would  point  out  that  there  is 

currently  an  "M-X  Information  Center"  in  Utah  that  is  anti-MX.  On  page  21  9 

of  the  appendix,  the  MX  Policy  Board  is  not  listed  under  the  Utah  contact 

list  for  information.  I  remind  you  again  that  both  offices  need  to  be 

included  in  any  information  exchange. 


» 


Captain  W.H.  Snowbarger 
May  8,  1981 
Page  2 

Deliverable  8:  Milford-Land  Use  Plan. 

General  Comments:  The  maps  are  difficult  to  read  and  reference  to  existing 
landnarks  (cities,  roads,  etc.).  The  map  between  pages  5  and  6  doesn't  show 
Route  19,  the  nearest  existing  road  to  the  proposed  base.  Existing  land  use 
and  ownership  would  be  helpful  in  location  of  proposed  facilities. 

There  should  be  further  discussion  of  assumptions  regarding  the  location  of 
facilities,  housing,  and  services  on  base  as  contrasted  to  locating  them  in 
existing  communities.  The  Policy  Board  has  gone  on  record  supporting  the 
location  of  facilities,  housing,  and  services  in  the  existing  communities 
as  much  as  possible.  Our  planning  consultants  are  basing  their  work  on 
this  assumption. 

Section  3  (appendices)  contains  the  area  of  most  concern  for  the  Policy 
Board.  Section  8.3.1  and  8.3.2  contain  many  references  to  the  relationship 
of  BCP  to  local  planning  efforts  and  the  existing  coimtuni ti es .  We  hope  as 
the  project  unfolds,  these  statements  are  more  than  lip  service. 

Section  8. 3. 2.1,  page  17,  does  not  detail  EDAW's  assumptions  enough  to 
determine  if  they  are  consistent  with  those  being  utilized  by  Nevada,  Utah, 
and  OEA  consultants.  The  section  in  fact,  is  mostly  definitions  rather  than 
assumptions.  It  is  difficult  for  us  to  react  to  the  EDAW  numbers  without 
examining  the  assumptions  and  methodologies  that  were  used  to  produce  them. 

For  example,  it  would  be  helpful  to  see  their  multipliers  for  primary, 
secondary,  and  tertiary  populations.  Another  important  assumption  not 
expressed  is  the  off  base/on  base  mix  of  military  housing.  Norton  officials 
have  given  us  the  figure  of  47%  off  base  as  worst  case  impact  on  existing 
communities.  What  did  EDAW  use?  Our  consultant  used  1/3  of  population 
providing  residentiary  services  (food,  medical,  and  other  support  services); 

EDAW  used  6%.  This  would  obviously  put  more  impact  into  the  existing  communities. 

Some  further  examples  of  differences  in  assumptions  are  as  follows: 

1.  EDAW  projects  military  households  as  2.67;  UPED  projects  3.18 
to  3.34  depending  on  the  year.  We  feel  that  EDAW  is  low  on 
both  military  and  civilian  households. 

2.  EDAW's  secondary  and  civilian  populations  for  the  MOB  are  about 
the  same  as  our  figures  for  the  AOB.  Logic  would  suggest  that 
the  larger  base  would  have  a  larger  secondary  and  civilian 
population.  How  did  EDAW  come  up  with  their  projections?  What 
methodology  did  they  use?  Which  of  us  are  utilizing  the  more 
accurate  assumptions? 

3.  EDAW  shows  a  maximum  MOB  impact  of  43,000.  The  UPED  model 
shows  20,322.  Is  the  difference  construction  populations? 

It  appears  that  our  models  are  similar,  but  have  been  programmed 
with  different  numbers.  A  possible  reason  for  the  difference 
could  be  our  lack  of  accepted  construction  figures. 


Captain  W.H.  Snowbarger 
May  8.  1981 
Page  3 

The  need  to  examine  standards  is  also  important.  For  example,  in  Utah 
single  family  units  of  9-14  per  acre  (page  20)  are  considered  very  high. 
Density  of  that  level  will  result  in  lots  4,840  to  3,111  square  feet. 

These  would  be  small,  even  for  mobile  hcanes.  Will  regional  and  local 
standards  be  considered  in  the  EDAW  study? 

We  feel  that  deliverable  number  eight  (8)  and  its  section  3  in  particular 
are  not  detailed  enough  and  contain  many  possible  concerns  for  local 
planners  and  decision  makers.  We  feel  that  where  possible  Air  Force 
contractors  should  utilize  the  same  population  numbers,  multipliers, 
and  standards  as  state,  local,  and  OEA  consultants.  Finally,  I  felt  the 
discussion  on  page  23  was  weak  on  the  MX  Policy  Board  and  it's  role  in 
the  deployment  area. 

Deliverable  24:  Work  Plan. 

I  have  no  major  suggestions  on  the  Work  Plan.  Section  4  (Planning 
Coordination  and  Cooperation)  was  the  area  of  most  concern.  Here  again, 
we  urge  the  EDAW  planners  to  coordinate  their  efforts  with  the  Policy 
Board  as  much  as  possible;  Page  123  inaccurately  states  that  state  and 
local  planning  consultants  are  funded  through  OEA.  OEA  is  funding  its 
own  consultants  in  the  deployment  area.  State  and  local  efforts  are 
being  funded  through  the  budgets  of  the  State  MX  Office  and  the  MX  Policy 
Board.  In  some  cases,  the  deliverables  are  di scribed  so  briefly  that  it 
is  difficult  to  determine  possible  concerns  of  locals  (sections  4-26). 

Again,  may  I  express  my  overall  positive  attitude  toward  the  EDAW  approach. 

I  feel  that  the  concerns  I  have  raised  can  be  worked  out  through  dialogue 
with  the  EDAW,  the  Air  Force,  and  the  Policy  Board.  We  appreciate  the 
opportunity  to  comment  on  the  EDAW  materials.  Your  cooperation  is  appreciated. 


HRS:dl 

cc:  Chad  Johnson,  Chairman 


EDAW  QUALITY  OF  LIFE  MEETING 
MILFORD,  UTAH  LIBRARY 
Tuesday,  May  12,  1981 
10:00  a.m. 


Persons  Contacted 
John  Maxey 

Milford  Business  Association 
Lee  Pettey 

Principal,  Milford  High  School 
Lee  Scheideman 

Seventh  Day  Adventist  Church 
Keith  Long 

Methodist  Church  and  Lion's  Club  Secretary 
Red  Wilson 

Editor,  Beaver  County  News 
Mayor  Roy  Young 

Beaver  County  Mayor,  MX  Policy  Board 

Mayor  Ruben  Dotson 
Minersville,  Utah 

Lynn  Cartwright 
Sheriff,  Beaver  County 

Sherrell  Nichols 
LDS  Bishop 

Betty  Baxter 
ESA  Soriority 


EDAW  QUALITY  OF  LIFE  MEETING 
CEDAR  CITY,  UTAH 
SUSC  Library  Seminar  Room 
Monday,  May  11,  1981 
1 :00  p.m. 


Persons  Contacted 

Superintendent  J.  Clair  Morris 
Iron  County  School  District 

Garth  Jones 

Cedar  City  Chamber  of  Commerce  Office 

Sheriff  Ira  Schoppmann 
Iron  County  Sheriff's  Office 

Brent  Hunter 
Farmer/Rancher 

Jeff  Marchant 
LDS  Stake  President 

Conrad  V.  Hatch 

Southern  Utah  State  College/LDS  Stake  President 

Charlie  Blackburn 
Western  Rock  Company 

Father  Frank  J.  Kunz 
Catholic  Church 

Joe  Mel  ling 

Manager,  Cedar  City  Corporation 
Lee  Fife 

Cedar  City  Council  Member 

Richard  Garrett/ Craig  Barrick 
District  Five  Social  Services  Office 


COMMUNITY  IMPACT  ASSISTANCE  BLOCK  GRANT  LEGISLATION 


♦  > 


June  25.  1 98 1  (Based  on  Comments 
from  The  Department  of  Treasury 
and  Department  of  Education) 


I 


Working  draft  candidate  alternative  approach  to  be  included  in  the  Section  803 
Report. 

SPECIAL  IMPACT  ASSISTANCE 


Sec.  _  (a)  The  Secretary  of  Defense,  or  his  designee,  (hereafter  referred  to 

as  the  Secretary)  is  authorized  to  provide  special  impact  assistance,  as  outlined  ^ 

in  subsection  (b)  below,  to  States,  territories,  Indian  tribes,  local  governments, 
r  duly  recognized  associations  or  authorities  of  local  or  State  governments  from 

I 

monies  appropriated  to  the  Department  of  Defense  for  that  purpose.  Funds  approp¬ 
riated  and  commitments  authorized  specifically  for  Special  Impact  Assistance  shall 
be  used  in  conjunction  with  on-going  domestic  agency  programs,  wherever  possible, 

I 

to  avoid  an  unfair  and  excessive  financial  burden  of  providing  increased  public 
facilities  or  services  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of,  and  directly  attributable  to, 
the  major  construction  or  expansion  of  military  facilities.  Pursuant  to  subsection  (d) ,  ^ 
such  funds  and  commitments  shall  be  made  available  only  in  those  exceptional  circum- 

I 

stances  where  Federal  agency  programs  are  inadequate  either  in  amount  or  purpose,  as 
determined  by  the  Director  of  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget,  and  normal  State  ^ 

and  local  resources  are  inadequate  to  support  national  security  requirements. 


w(b)  Special  impact  assistance  authorized  by  this  section  may  include  (1)  providing  I 

direct  grant  assistance,  (2)  helping  communities  or  States  meet  their  share  of 
costs  under  existing  Federal  agency  programs,  (3)  guaranteeing  State  or  municipal 
indebtedness  and  (4)  subsidizing  interest  payments  on  guaranteed  obligations  held  ) 

by  the  United  States,  commercial,  or  State  bonding  institutions.  With  respect  to 
any  indebtedness  issued  after  the  enactment  of  this  section  and  guaranteed  under 
this  section,  the  interest  paid  on  such  obligation  and  received  by  the  purchaser  I 


thereof  (or  the  purchaser's  successor  in  interest)  shall  be  included  in  gross  income 

for  the  purposes  of  Chapter  1  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  195*1,  as  amended. 

« 

(c)  Special  impact  assistance  authorized  by  this  section  shall  be  made  available 
and  administered  in  accordance  with  (1)  regulations  promulgated  by  the  Secretary, 

(2)  the  annual  community  impact  facilities  and  services  program  (hereinafter  referred 
to  as  the  Program)  which  shall  be  specific  by  project  or  activity  and  approved 
by  the  Secretary,  and  (3)  the  multi-year  community  impact  facilities  and  services 
plan.  Such  Program  and  the  multi-year  plan  shall  be  locally  prepared  and  submitted 
by  a  duly  constituted  intergovernmental  Defense  impact  planning  and  mitigation 
board  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  Board),  composed  of  local.  State  and  advisory 
Federal  members.  The  chairman,  as  authorized  by  the  Board,  shall  submit  implementing 
procedures  and  regulations  for  planning  and  programming,  including  regional  or  State 
performance  and  cost  standards  that  are  compatible  with  Department  of  Defense  regu¬ 
lations.  The  Program  and  the  implementing  procedures  and  regulations  shall  be  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  Secretary  who  may  approve  the  submissions  in  whole  or  in  part  or  may 
disapprove  the  submissions  and  require  their  resubmission.  Such  approval  shall  be 
based  upon  a  determination  that  the  Program:  (l)  is  consistent  with  the  multi-year 
plan,  (2)  meets  the  public  facility  and  services  needs  of  the  military  departments 
^responsible  for  the  Defense  construction  or  expansion,  (3)  demonstrates  that  the 
public  facilities  and  services  are  needed  as  a  result  of  anticipated  Defense-related 
growth,  (4)  avoids  an  unfair  and  excessive  financial  burden  to  State  and  local  govern¬ 
ments,  and  (5)  is  in  compliance  with  the  applicable  regulations  set  forth  by  the 
Secretary.  The  Secretary  shall  submit  his  approved  Program  in  support  of  the  Presi¬ 
dent's  annual  budget  request  to  the  Congress. 

(d)  The  Secretary,  in  consultation  with  the  heads  of  the  other  appropriate  Federal 
agencies  and  elected  officials  of  impacted  jurisdictions,  shall  within  120  days  of 


the  enactment  of  this  Act  publish  (1)  standards  for  initiating  special  impact 
assistance,  and  (2)  regulations  governing  the  administration  of  special  impact 
assistance,  such  regulations  among  other  things  to  include  the  planning  process 
standards  and  requirements  for  multi-year  comprehensive  plans  and  programs. 

(e)  The  Secretary  shall  (1)  keep  the  appropriate  Committees  of  Congress  informed  of 
major  changes  to  the  Program  made  pursuant  to  regulations  promulgated  by  the  Sec- 

etary,  (2)  submit  an  annual  schedule  of  program  and  financial  audits  and  reports, 
and  (3)  shall  submit  annual  reports  to  the  appropriate  Committees  of  Congress 
indicating  the  total  amounts  transferred  to  and  the  amounts  obligated  and  expended 
by  each  recipient  of  special  impact  assistance  provided  under  the  authority  of  this 
section. 

(f)  Grant  assistance  to  eligible  recipients  shall  be  made  available  through  a  duly 
designated  fiscal  agent  upon  certification  that  such  funds  (l)  will  be  used  in 
accordance  with  the  approved  Program,  (2)  are  required  for  obligation  within  the 
following  twelve  months,  and  (3)  will  be  used  in  accordance  with  applicable  State, 
local,  and  Federal  regulations. 

•'g)  Subject  to  regulations  promulgated  by  the  Secretary,  the  Board  may  approve 
reprogramming  and  cost  variations  for  projects  in  the  approved  Program  and  establish 
and  administer  a  minor  project  and  activities  account. 

(h)  The  Secretary  shall  determine  when  there  is  no  longer  an  unfair  and  excessive 
financial  burden  to  the  impact  jurisdiction  by  Department  of  Defense  activities. 

The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  also  determine  when  the  major  construction  or 


expansion  of  military  facilities  has  been  physically  completed.  No  new  Special 
Impact  Assistance  may  be  provided  after  two  years  thereafter  unless  the  Secretary 
of  Defense,  in  consultation  with  the  Director  of  the  Office  of  Management  and 
Budget,  determines  on  a  biennial  basis  that  an  unfair  and  excessive  financial 
burden  still  exists. 

(i)  For  the  purpose  of  this  section,  (l)  "unfair  and  excessive  financial  burden" 
sans  the  net  fiscal  deficit  imposed  on  an  affected  jurisdiction  by  the  difference 
between  the  incremental  capital  or  operating  costs  required  to  support  national 
security  requirements  and  the  increases  in  public  tax  revenue  and  bonding  capacities 
derived  from  the  regional  spending  resulting  from  the  Defense  expansion  or  new 
construction  —  based  on  equitable  local  and  state  taxing  efforts  and  the  good 
faith  allocation  of  normal  domestic  Federal  agency  and  state  assistance  to  the 
impacted  jurisdiction.  (2)  "fiscal  agent"  means  an  officially  designated  financial 
administration,  accounting  and  auditing  activity  for  the  impacted  area  in  behalf 
of  the  Board.  (3)  "Defense-related  growth"  means  the  direct  or  secondary  population, 
employment  or  economic  activities  attracted  to  or  induced  into  the  immediate  vicinity 
of  and  directly  attributable  to  the  major  construction  or  expansion  of  military 
facilities;  specifically,  those  activities  which  would  not  otherwise  exist  in  the 
^rea  without  the  Defense  construction  or  base  expansion  and  (4)  "comprehensive  plans" 
mean  the  appropriate  elements  of  the  documentation  described  in  42  U.S.C.  4201  (9) 
and  elements  required  to  be  addressed  under  the  applicable  provisions  of  state 
statutes  and  regulations  pertaining  to  planning  and  the  preparation  of  comprehensive 
plans. 


(j)  Section  802  of  the  Military  Construction  Authorization  Act,  1981  (Public  Law 
No.  96-418;  94  Stat.  1777)  is  hereby  repealed. 


AGENDAS  AND  MINUTES 


INTERGOVERNMENTAL  WORKING  GROUP  AND  MX  POLICY  BOARD 


UTAH  MX  INTERGOVERNMENTAL  WORKING  GROUP 
SUSC,  Old  Administration  Building,  Room  204 
May  28,  1981  -  1:00  p.m. 

AGENDA 

1.  Welcome  and  Introduction 

2.  Minutes 

3.  Air  Force  Status  Report 

A.  Base  Comprehensive  Planning  (EDAW,  Inc.) 

B.  Construction  Management  Plan  -  Status 

4.  Cor  os  of  Engineers  Status  Report 

A.  Life  Support  Study 

5.  Office  of  Economic  Adjustment  -  Status  Report 

A.  Deployment  Area  Housing  Study 

B.  Other  Items 

6.  MX  Policy  Board  -  Staff  Report 

A.  Fiscal  Year  1932  Budget  Requests 

B.  Phase  II  Study 

C.  Planning  Studies 

D.  Contracted  Studies 

7.  MX  Coordination  Office  -  Staff  Report 

A.  Fiscal  Year  1982  Budget  Request 

B.  Status  of  Impact  Aid  Legislation  -  803  Study 

C.  Fiscal  Management  Study  -  Approval 


-  2  - 


D.  A- 95  Clearinghouse  Process  -  Approval 

8.  Other  Business 

A.  Schedule  Next  Month’s  Meeting 

B.  Sequence  of  Policy  Board  and  Intergovernmental  Meetings 


♦ 

•.  *  UTAH  INTERGOVERNMENTAL  WORKING  GROUP 

April  22,  1981  -  1:00  p.m. 

State  Capitol  Building,  Room  303 

AGENDA 

1 .  Wei  come 

2.  Minutes  of  February's  Meeting 

3.  UDOT  Report  -  Improvements  and  Construction  Requirements 

4.  Utah  Fiscal  Impact  Study  Plan 

5.  Fiscal  Year  1982  Work  Program 

6.  Review  of  DEIS  Comments 

7.  Air  Force  Status  Report 

8.  OEA  Status  Report 


9.  Schedule  Next  Meeting 


UTAH  MX  INTERGOVERNMENTAL  WORKING  GROUP 
Wednesday,  April  22,  1981 
Room  303,  State  Capitol  -  1:00  p.m. 


MEMBERS  PRESENT: 

Kent  Briggs,  State  Planning  Coordinator 
Courtney  Larsen,  Governor's  Office 

Dale  Carpenter,  Dept,  of  Community  &  Economic  Development 

Chad  Johnson,  MX  Missile  Policy  Board 

Don  Baer,  U.  S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 

Colonel  Ken  Van  Dillen,  HQ  USAF 

Eldon  Erickson,  OEA 

Mark  Paxton,  MX  Missile  Policy  Board 

Jack  Sawyers,  MX  Missile  Policy  Board 

ALSO  PRESENT: 

Kenneth  Olson,  Utah  MX  Coordination  Office 

Ralph  Starr,  MX  Missile  Policy  Board 

William  Hurley,  Utah  Department  of  Transportation 

Major  Bob  McMains,  Utah  MX  Liaison  Officer 

Martin  Prisco,  USAF  Norton  Air  Force  Base 

John  Roach,  Utah  MX  Coordination  Office 

Ann  Keegan,  Utah  MX  Coordination  Office 

Larry  Hoover,  Six  County  Planning  Office 

Terry  Wirth,  Wasatch  Front  Regional  Council 

Charles  Bestor,  MX  Information  Center 

Keith  Haimes,  MX  Concerned  Citizens  of  Central  Utah 

Howard  Leatham,  Utah  Dept,  of  Transportation 

Homer  Chandler,  Mountainland  Association  of  Governments 

Craig  Bott,  Governor's  Budget  Office 

Lisa  Michele  Hunt,  Senator  Garn's  Office 

Eric  Zigas,  EDAW  Inc. 

Larry  Kennings,  EDAW,  Inc. 

Denise  Earle,  Secretary 


Chad  Johnson  moved  to  approve  the  minutes  of  the  February  25,  1981  Inter¬ 
governmental  Working  Group  Meeting  held  in  Cedar  City.  Courtney  Larsen 
seconded  the  motion  which  passed  unanimously. 

Mr.  Bill  Hurley  and  Alex  Mansour  of  the  Utah  Department  of  Transportation 
had  been  asked  by  the  Utah  MX  Coordination  Office  and  the  MX  Missile  Policy 
Board  to  prepare  a  budget  for  transportation  requirements  for  FY  82  that 
would  deal  with  the  transportation  component  of  the  planning  effort  for 
the  short  run  as  well  as  determining  what  the  real  requirements  for  road 
repair  and  construction  would  be  using  the  most  plausible  scenario  for 
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deployment  and,  also,  preferred  alternatives.  The  District  5  Office  in 
Cedar  City  took  the  lead  on  analyzing  these  impacts.  Mr.  Mansour  handed 
out  information  explaining  the  tasks  undertaken  to  prepare  this  analysis, 
a  map  and  summary  of  ownership  if  the  land,  and  costs  and  projected 
construction  and  road  repair  broken  out  by  Fiscal  Year  1982  and  1983. 

Using  the  most  probably  scenario,  it  was  determined  that  a  road  would  be 
needed  to  tie  the  operating  base  into  Cedar  City  and  a  road  constructed 
between  the  main  operating  base  in  Coyote  Springs  to  the  secondary  base 
in  Milford,  Utah.  It  is  estimated  that  the  construction  requirements  for 
FY  82  would  be  3.4  million  dollars  for  pre-construction  work  to  be  expended 
during  that  fiscal  year.  Kent  Brigss  made  a  motion  authorizing  that  the 
transportation  package  presented  to  the  Intergovernmental  Working  Group 
be  submitted  to  the  Air  Force  and  Congress  for  funding.  Chad  Johnson 
seconded  the  motion  which  passed  unanimously.  Ralph  Starr  commended 
Alex  and  the  Utah  Department  of  Transportation  for  the  work  that  has  been 
done  on  this  effort. 

UTAH  FISCAL  IMPACT  STUDY  PLAN 

Mr.  Olson  advised  that  the  Utah  MX  Coordination  Office  and  the  MX  Missile 
Policy  Board  have  been  making  contact  with  various  institutions  and 
groups  to  have  a  reconnaissance  developed  that  would  determine  what  the 
final  impact  analysis  should  contain.  Contact  has  been  made  with  John 
Sanger  and  Associates  who  did  the  fiscal  impact  work  for  Kitsap  County. 

John  Sanger  has  been  asked  to  give  us  a  proposal  to  do  an  evaluation 
that  would  bring  us  to  the  point  of  soliciting  a  bid  from  a  contractor 
to  actually  do  the  fiscal  impact  analysis.  The  costs  of  this  evaluation 
will  be  shared  between  the  Utah  MX  Coordination  Office  and  the  MX  Missile 
Policy  Board  as  well  as  sharing  in  the  direction  of  the  work.  Colonel 
Van  Dillen  stated  that  General  McCarthy  is  concerned  that  this  is  just 
another  study  to  look  at  fiscal  impact  which  has  already  been  done.  Mr. 
Olson  stated  that  this  effort  would  get  us  to  the  point  where  we  could 
establish  the  mechanisms  and  parameters  for  the  fiscal  impact  study  - 
the  contract  with  John  Sanger  and  Associates  would  essentially  develop 
a  scope  of  work.  Jack  Sawyers  made  a  motion  to  approve  this  effort, 

Chad  Johnson  seconded  the  motion.  The  motion  passed  unanimously. 

Mr.  Olson  advised  that  the  State  of  Nevada  has  contracted  with  the  Urban 
Institute  for  their  fiscal  impact  study. 

FISCAL  YEAR  1982  WORK  PROGRAM 

A  memorandum  was  passed  out  which  contained  a  summary  of  the  state  agencies’ 
current  funding  request  for  FY  82  planning  monies.  The  Budget  Office  is 
presently  analyzing  these  requests  to  see  how  they  correlate  with  the 
various  budgets  of  these  organizations.  These  requests  will  be  finalized 
and  submitted  to  the  Subcommittee  hearings  for  authorization.  Mr.  Olson 
stated  that  these  hearings  have  been  delayed  until  after  the  Air  Force 
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has  made  its  decision.  The  summary  sheet  included  all  of  the  state  agency 
requests  with  the  exception  of  the  Utah  Department  of  Transportation 
funding  request. 

Mr.  Olson  advised  that  the  Governor's  CETA  funds  would  be  used  to  do  a 
study  about  the  institutions  of  public  and  higher  Teaming,  labor 
training  and  vocational  needs  if  MX  is  deployed.  The  cost  of  this  study 
is  about  $35,000  which  is  only  Utah's  portion. 

REVIEW  OF  DEIS  COMMENTS 


Mr.  Olson  stated  that  the  state  comments  would  be  released  on  April  23, 
1981  by  the  Governor.  It  was  decided  to  submit  the  three  reviews 
separately  with  a  cover  letter  from  the  Governor  which  would  encompass 
all  of  the  reviews.  It  was  noted  that  there  were  very  few  technical 
conflicts,  if  any.  Nevada's  comments  are  also  similar  to  the  State  of 
Utah's.  Colonel  Van  Dillen  stated  the  the  Final  EIS  will  be  released 
sometime  during  July. 

AIR  FORCE  STATUS  REPORT 


Colonel  Van  Dillen  reported  that  the  Townes  Committee  (group  of  14  members 
who  are  looking  at  the  MX  basing  mode)  is  looking  to  see  if  all  of  the 
reasonable  basing  alternatives  have  been  considered  and  to  determine  the 
best  alternative.  The  Air  Force  has  been  making  presentations  to  this 
committee  at  their  request  as  well  as  recommending  modifications  to  the 
present  basing  mode.  The  Townes  Committee  asked  the  Air  Force  to  tell 
them  what  could  be  done  to  reduce  the  impacts  or  restrictions  because  of 
SALT  II.  The  Navy  has  also  made  presentations  about  SUM  and  the  Army 
has  made  presentation  on  silos.  The  Air  Force  has  also  been  asked  about 
small  missiles,  launch  under  attack  and  Minuteman.  Colonel  Van  Dillen 
also  advised  that  Laxalt  and  Garn  will  be  co-chairing  the  deployment 
hearings  on  MX  in  May  and  announced  that  three  additional  hearings  would 
be  held  in  Reno,  Austin  and  Elko  and  a  public  hearing  in  Provo  on  April 
30th.  Colonel  Van  Dillen  introduced  Larry  Hennings  of  EDAW,  Inc.  and 
stated  that  EDAW  Inc.  is  the  contractor  that  will  be  doing  the  Base 
Comprehensive  Planning  Study. 

Colonel  Van  Dillen  announced  that  Major  McMains  had  been  made  a  Lieu¬ 
tenant  Colonel  and  offered  the  Air  Force's  congratulations.  The  Working 
Group  also  added  their  congratulations. 

Governor  Matheson  and  Chad  Johnson  testified  before  the  Subcommittee  on 
Military  Installations  and  Facilities  of  the  House  Armed  Services  Committee 
about  the  "block  grant"  mechanism  for  impact  funding.  Mr.  Olson  also 
reported  that  the  Office  of  General  Council  is  reviewing  that  proposal  and 
that  the  Office  of  Economic  Adjustment  gave  a  limited  and  qualified 
endorsement  supporting  the  block  grant  approach. 


Minutes  of  the  Intergovernmental  Working  Group  Meeting 
Page  4 

April  22,  1981 


Mr.  Olson  stated  that  was  requesting  that  the  company  of  Peat,  Marwick, 
Mitchell  do  a  requirements  analysis  that  would  determine  the  fiscal 
grant  management  system  that  would  be  necessitated  under  a  block  grant 
program.  This  company  will  assess  the  necessary  accounting  and  fiscal 
management  system  to  establish  proper  distribution  of  the  funds. 

OEA  STATUS  REPORT 

The  boom  town  study  has  been  sent  out  to  all  of  the  members  of  the  Inter¬ 
governmental  Working  Group.  It  was  primarily  prepared  for  use  by  the 
local  governments  to  identify  the  kinds  of  problems  that  they  may  be 
facing  to  help  identify  possible  solutions  to  those  problems.  Eldon 
Erickson  also  reported  that  OEA  is  having  Real  Estate  Research  Corporation 
do  a  report  dealing  with  housing  impacts  in  Nevada  and  that  portions 
of  that  report  would  be  adapted  to  determine  problems  in  Utah,  manpower 
needs,  etc.  This  study  is  currently  in  its  third  draft.  It  was 
requested  that  the  State  of  Utah  get  a  copy  of  the  third  draft  to  enable 
us  to  start  adapting  it.  Mr.  Erickson  agreed  to  get  a  copy  sent  out 
immediately. 

It  was  decided  to  hold  the  next  meeting  in  the  deployment  area  on  May  27, 
1981. 

COE  STUDY 


Mr.  Baer  reported  that  the  Life  Support  Study  is  essentially  complete. 
He  also  reported  that  the  Construction  Management  Plan  is  in  its  final 
stage  now  and  should  be  out  by  the  end  of  May.  The  Life  Support  Study 
will  be  released  at  the  same  time. 

Martin  Prisco  advised  that  the  Corps  of  Engineers  would  have  two  teams 
out  in  the  deployment  area  the  last  week  of  April  to  do  reconnaissance 
work  for  the  Tier  II  effort.  He  also  reported  that  casual  use  permits 
would  be  issued  by  BLM. 

Mr.  Johnson  advised  that  he  had  received  funding  requests  for  $30,000 
from  the  Five  County  Association  of  Government,  $30,000  for  the  Six 
County  Commissioner's  Organization  and  $49,000  for  Millard  County  and 
asked  for  the  Working  Group's  A-95  review.  Mayor  Sawyers  moved  that  we 
table  then  until  the  next  meeting  so  that  the  requests  can  be  reviewed. 
It  was  decided  that  copies  would  be  mailed  out  and  if  the  MX  Missile 
Policy  Board  had  received  a  response  within  a  week,  it  would  be  assumed 
that  the  members  are  in  agreement  to  approve  them. 

The  meeting  was  adjourned  at  3:15  p.m. 


UTAH  STATE  FOUR  COUNTY  MX  POLICY  BOARD 
MAY  28,  1981 

SUSC  OLD  ADMINISTRATION  204 
5:00  P.M. 

I.  MINUTES  -  April  23,  1981  -  REVIEW  AND  APPROVE 

II.  BOEING  COMPANY  PRESENTATION 

III.  EDAW  PRESENTATION 

IV.  DoD  UPDATE 

A.  AIR  FORCE 

B.  OEA 

C.  COE 

V.  WASHINGTON/SAN  FRANCISCO/ALBUOUERQUE  TRIPS 

VI.  PROCEDURES  &  AUDIT  REPORT 


VII.  WORK  PROGRAM  UPDATE 


VIII.  CONTRACTS  AND  FUNDING  REQUESTS 


IX.  CORRESPONDENCE 


X.  OTHER  BUSINESS 


UTAH  STATE  MX  FOUR  COUNTY  POLICY  BOARD  MEETING 


SUSC  OA  204  -  Cedar  City,  Utah 
May  28,  1981  -  5:00  p.m. 


MEMBERS  PRESENT 

Chad  Johnson,  Chairman 
Roy  L.  Young 
Ben  H.  Robison 
Max  Garbett 
Claude  R.  Lomax 
eon  Pexton 
"James  L.  Clark 
Lee  Fife 


REPRESENTING 

Beaver  County  Commission 
Beaver  County  Mayors 
Millard  County  Commission 
Juab  County  Schools 
Juab  County  Commission 
Juab  County  Mayors 
Iron  County  Commission 
Iron  County  Mayors 


MEMBERS  ABSENT 

Beaver  County  Schools 
Iron  County  Schools 
Millard  County  Mayors 
Millard  County  Schools 


Karl  Truman 
Stephen  L.  Adams 
Mark  Paxton,  Vice-Chairman 
Leoyd  Lovell 


OTHERS  IN  ATTENDANCE 

H.R.  Starr 
Phillip  B.  Robison 
John  Whitney 
D.H.  Berard 
C.F.  Hanley 
Robert  Whittier 
Jim  Cummings 
Major  Bob  McMains 
Colonel  Ken  Van  Dillen 
Gary  D.  Vest 
Paul  Sage 
•^don  Erickson 
trie  Zigas 
Christina  Rockrise 
Martin  Prisco 
John  Roach 
Jeannine  Holt 
John  S.  Williams 
Larry  Hoover 
Carvel  Mage  I  by 

M. K.  Williams 
Paul  Nelson 

Lei and  J.  Roper 

N. E.  "Red"  Wilson 
Bruce  Lee 
Michael  Slizewski 
Rhead  Bowman 
Barbara  Starr 
Georgia  Beth  Thompson 


Director,  MX  Policy  Board 

Assistant  Director,  MX  Policy  Board 

Washington  County  Commission 

Boeing  Company 

Boeing  Company 

Boeing  Company 

Boeing  Consultant 

MX  Liaison  Office,  Utah 

HQ  USAF 

HQ  USAF 

Office  of  Economic  Adjustment 
Office  of  Economic  Adjustment 
EDAW 
EDAW 

USAF,  Norton  Air  Force  Base 

Utah  MX  Coordination  Office 

U.S.  Senate  Office  -  Garn/Hatch 

Director,  Five  County  AOG 

Six  County  Natural  Resource  Planning  Offi 

Six  County  Comnissi oners  Organization 

CURIC 

Paul  Nelson  Associates 
Delta  City 

Beaver  County  News  (Milford) 

Iron  County  Record 

Cedar  City  Spectrum 

Citizen,  Cedar  City 

Cedar  City  Council 

Cedar  City  Planning  Comnissi on 
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OTHERS  IN  ATTENDANCE 

Larry  Chaston 
Dean  Harold  Hiskey 
Celeste  Denton 
Arlene  Braithwaite 
Katherine  Humphrey 
Lillie  Perkins 
Elouise  Montague 
Ray  Brim 
Diane  Lamoreaux 


REPRESENTING 

Southern  Utah  State  College 
Southern  Utah  State  College 
Southern  Utah  State  College 
Citizen,  Cedar  City 
Citizen,  Beaver 
Citizen,  Cedar  City 
GEM  Enterprises 
MX  Dividend 

Secretary,  MX  Policy  Board 


WELCOME  AND  INTRODUCTIONS 

» 

Chairman  Johnson  called  the  meeting  to  order  at  5:00  p.m.  and  welcomed  everyone. 

A  special  introduction  was  extended  to  Cedar  City  Councilman  Lee  Fife  representing 
Mayor  Sawyers. 


MINUTES  -  REVIEW  AND  APPROVAL 


The  minutes  of  the  April  23,  1981  meeting  were  presented  for  approval.  BEN 
ROBISON  MADE  A  MOTION,  SECONDED  BY  MAX  GARBETT,  TO  APPROVE  THE  MINUTES  OF  THE 
APRIL  23,  1981  MEETING.  MOTION  CARRIED. 


BOEING  COMPANY  PRESENTATION 


Chairman  Johnson  introduced  Dennis  Berard  and  Bob  Whittier  of  Boeing  Company  and 
turned  the  time  over  to  them  for  a  presentation.  Mr.  Berard  explained  that  the 
presentation  was  based  on  generic  layouts  from  the  Air  Force.  The  aerospace 
company  headquarters  are  located  in  Seattle,  Washington.  Boeing  plans  to  hire 
as  many  local  people  as  possible  with  1/3  of  their  operation  located  at  the  OB 
and  2/3  in  the  communities.  Ralph  asked  for  an  analysis  of  how  their  support 
facilities  will  relate  to  the  base.  Mr.  Berard  indicated  that  they  have  mostly 
addressed  activities  at  the  main  operating  base.  Ralph  asked  what  analysis  has 
been  done  to  locate  factories  adjacent  to  the  deployment  area  and  if  they  will 
be  putting  factories  in  Utah  even  if  the  MOB  is  deployed  in  Nevada.  They  indicated 
♦hat  at  this  point  they  are  looking  at  the  option  of  putting  factories  in  both 
-ates. 

EDAW  PRESENTATION 


Major  McMains  introduced  Christina  Rockrise  of  EDAW.  Christina  explained  that  20 
thousand  acres  would  be  considered  for  study  rather  than  10  thousand  acres  as 
originally  proposed.  She  also  explained  that  they  are  working  around  a  2  mile 
corridor  of  the  IPP  power  lines  on  all  alternatives. 

Leon  P exton  raised  a  question  about  restricted  air  space.  It  was  explained  that 
the  Air  Force  is  required  to  go  through  the  FAA.  The  final  decisions  are  made 
by  FAA. 

The  EDAW  presentation  covered  land  use  plans  for  Beryl  and  Milford  and  the 
advantages  and  disadvantages  of  all  alternatives  for  these  locations.  It  was 
indicated  that  more  time  has  been  requested  for  study  of  deliverables. 
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AIR  FORCE  STATUS  REPORT 


Colonel  Van  Dillen  reported  that  the  newspapers  are  reporting  MX  issues  fairly 
accurately.  He  explained  that  the  Secretary  of  Defense  put  together  a  cormrittee 
to  cover  examination  of  the  following:  (1)  Have  all  reasonable  basing  modes  been 
examined?,  and  (2)  In  their  professional  opinion,  what  is  the  best  alternative? 

He  indicated  that  this  committee  is  involved  in  their  last  major  meeting  in  Los 
Angeles  and  will  be  meeting  tomorrow  to  decide  what  are  reasonable  alternatives. 
The  recommendations  from  this  panel  will  be  turned  over  to  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  by  the  1st  of  July. 

Congress  will  not  appropriate  FY  1982  monies  until  the  basing  decision  is  made 
"n  MX.  The  Air  Force  is  under  the  instruction  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to 
proceed  with  planning  as  long  as  critical  to  the  program.  If  MPS  deployment  of 
MX  is  determined  necessary,  construction  would  begin  next  spring  in  Nevada  with 
Coyote  Springs  as  the  number  1  base. 

Final  decisions  have  not  been  made.  The  President  will  first  decide  on  the  basing 
mode  of  the  system  and  then  where  to  put  the  system  after  basing  decision  has  been 
made. 

OEA  STATUS  REPORT 


Eldon  Erickson  furnished  the  Policy  Board  with  two  issue  papers.  One  on  housing 
and  the  other  on  labor  force  impacts.  These  papers  will  help  identify  issues 
that  we  should  be  focusing  on  and  will  also  be  useful  in  identifying  other  areas 
that  need  to  be  studied.  The  housing  issue  paper  was  done  in  cooperation  with 
the  U.S.  Housing  and  Urban  Development  Office.  Paul  Sage  reported  that  another 
study  is  being  planned  dealing  with  potential  cummulative  impacts  of  Energy  and 
MX.  They  are  looking  into  the  possibility  of  additional  studies  as  requested. 

He  also  reported  Utah  state  and  locals  have  been  participants  in  the  803  study. 

803  got  its  name  because  it  was  mandated  by  Congress  under  Section  803  of  P.L.  96-418. 
The  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  is  in  charge  of  this  study.  OEA  is  acting  as 
staff  to  the  task  force  which  cormenced  the  study  last  fall.  Representatives  from 
Utah  and  Nevada  and  other  states  were  asked  to  participate  in  this  study.  In  March, 
a  preliminary  draft  was  provided  to  the  President.  On  May  19th,  the  last  meeting 
of  the  task  force  was  held  in  Washington,  D.C.  Ralph  indicated  that  copies  of 
•e  findings  of  the  803  study  will  be  sent  to  Board  members. 

SAN  FRANCISCO/ALBUQUERQUE  TRIPS 

Ralph  reported  that  he  traveled  to  San  Francisco  this  month  to  participate  in 
Base  Comprehensive  Planning  meeting  which  was  more  of  a  process  meeting  to 
determine  how  to  interface  comments  coming  into  EDAW.  EDAW  has  consented  to 
come  into  the  deployment  area  to  get  most  of  their  information.  Ralph  indicated 
that  he  has  found  them  to  be  very  cooperative  in  working  with  us. 

Ralph  and  Phil  also  traveled  to  Albuquerque  during  the  past  month  to  meet  with 
Keith  Dotson,  FCRC,  regarding  the  Close  Out  Report  for  FY  1980  and  the  First 
Progress  Report  for  FY  1981.  Policy  Board  reports  and  contracting  procedures 
were  adapted  to  conform  to  FCRC  suggestions  on  improving  audit  trails. 
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PROCEDURES  AND  AUDIT  REPORT 


Phil  Robison  reported  that  we  have  received  written  notification  from  Keith  Dotson, 
FCRC,  approving  our  Policies  and  Procedures  Manual.  Phil  also  indicated  that  he 
will  be  making  the  first  quarterly  financial  report  in  the  July  meeting.  At  this 
time,  Phil  explained  that  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  prohibits  a  line 
item  for  Miscellaneous  Expenses.  He  suggested  that  we  move  the  amount  under  this 
line  item  to  Conference  Expense. 

ROY  YOUNG  MADE  A  MOTION  TO  MOVE  THE  AMOUNT  OF  ONE-THOUSAND  FIVE  HUNDRED  DOLLARS 
($1,500.00)  FROM  MISCELLANEOUS  EXPENSE  TO  THE  LINE  ITEM  CONFERENCE  EXPENSE.  MOTION 
WAS  SECONDED  BY  JIM  CLARK.  MOTION  CARRIED  UNANIMOUSLY.  (See  attached  revised  budget) 

4URK  PROGRAM  UPDATE 


Ralph  reported  that  a  meeting  was  held  to  present  the  Draft  Phase  1 1 -A  study  on 
May  20,  1981  in  Milford.  Copies  of  this  study  have  been  distributed  to  officials 
in  Beaver  and  Iron  Counties  for  review  and  comment.  Comments  have  been  requested 
to  be  returned  within  three  weeks.  If  no  comments  are  received,  the  document  will 
be  assumed  to  be  in  good  condition.  Comments  should  be  submitted  to  either  John 
Williams  or  directly  to  the  MX  Policy  Board  Office  by  June  9,  1981. 

Jim  Clark  raised  the  question  about  growth  into  Parowan  and  Paragonah.  He  indicated 
that  he  has  been  receiving  comments  from  these  communities  and  they  feel  that  some 
growth  should  be  shown  into  these  areas.  Ralph  explained  that  we  have  met  with  these 
communities  and  explained  that  we  are  talking  about  operating  base  analysis.  A 
separate  analysis  will  be  done  in  construction  phase.  The  effected  city  councils 
have  been  consulted  on  this  issue. 

Larry  Hoover  presented  a  progress  report  on  the  Phase  II-B  study  with  the  OB  in  the 
Delta  area.  He  explained  that  the  Six  County  Natural  Resource  Planning  Office  is 
under  contract  for  this  study  and  are  conducting  a  similar  study  for  the  Northern 
site  as  John  did  for  the  Southern  site.  This  study  has  been  done  in  cooperation 
with  Paul  Nelson  and  Associates  and  the  Office  of  Economic  Adjustment.  They  are  in 
the  data  gathering  stage  and  anticipate  no  problems  on  keeping  with  the  contract 
due  date. 

•”*1  ph  reported  that  either  he  or  Phil  have  met  with  most  communities  with  the 
_,sCeption  of  Juab  County  Commission  and  Kanarraville  Town.  A  tentative  FY  1982 
budget  was  handed  out  for  review.  This  is  a  first  cut  and  itemizes  general  areas 
for  your  information.  Studies  have  been  identified  and  will  be  put  into  a  work 
program  at  a  later  date.  Chairman  Johnson  indicated  that  this  budget  will  be 
approved  by  the  Board  at  a  later  date. 

CONTRACTS  AND  FUNDING  REQUESTS 

Ralph  indicated  that  we  are  looking  at  six  items  that  we  need  to  have  action  on. 

1.  The  first  contract  is  with  John  Sanger  and  Associates.  It  is  a  very  important 
contract  and  needs  to  be  conducted  by  someone  with  experience  in  this  area.  This 
contract  will  analyze  the  parameters  of  the  fiscal  impact  study.  This  is  not  to 
do  a  complete  fiscal  impact  study  but  rather  to  scope  one.  The  negotiated  form 
of  bidding  was  used  in  order  to  save  time.  We  are  working  with  Keith  Dotson,  FCRC, 
on  this  contract.  It  was  felt  by  Ken  and  Ralph  that  no  one  in  Southern  Utah  would 
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be  able  to  conduct  this  study.  The  contract  amount  would  be  approximately  $14,000.00. 
This  is  a  joint  study  with  the  State  MX  Office  and  was  approved  earlier  on  the  state 
level. 

BEN  ROBISON  MADE  A  MOTION  TO  APPROVE  THE  JOHN  SANGER  ASSOCIATES  CONTRACT  FOR  A  LOCAL 
FISCAL  RECONNAISSANCE  EFFORT  NOT  TO  EXCEED  FIFTEEN  THOUSAND  DOLLARS  ($15,000.00). 

MOTION  WAS  SECONDED  BY  JIM  CLARK.  MOTION  CARRIED. 

2.  Five  County  Association  of  Governments  Contract  for  Beaver  County  to  compare 
and  update  master  plans  and  zoning  ordinances.  This  was  scoped  by  John  Williams 
at  the  request  of  jurisdictions.  An  aggregate  figure  of  sixty-three  thousand 
dollars  for  the  Beaver  County  study  was  proposed. 

♦AX  GARBETT  MADE  A  MOTION  TO  APPROVE  THE  FIVE  COUNTY  ASSOCIATION  OF  GOVERNMENTS 
CONTRACT  FOR  BEAVER  COUNTY  AND  MUNICIPALITIES  MASTER  PLANS  AND  ZONING  ORDINANCES 
NOT  TO  EXCEED  SIXTY-THREE  THOUSAND  DOLLARS  ($63,000.00).  MOTION  WAS  SECONDED  BY 
ROY  YOUNG.  MOTION  CARRIED. 

3.  Iron  County  and  Municipalities  Contract.  Ralph  explained  that  Iron  County 
has  more  jurisdictions  and  some  have  decided  to  go  with  private  sector  contractor. 

Iron  County,  Parowan,  Paragonah,  Brian  Head,  Cedar  City,  and  Kanarraville  have 
elected  to  go  with  APA  Associates  out  of  Salt  Lake  City.  They  were  already  doing 
work  with  Parowan,  Brian  Head,  and  other  jurisdictions.  Ralph  indicated  that 
Commissioner  Dee  Cowan  had  given  approval  for  Iron  County  to  go  with  APA  Associates. 

Enoch  and  Enterprise  have  elected  Five  County  Association  of  Governments.  The  total 
proposed  amount  for  APA  Associates  is  $65,000.00  and  the  Five  County  Association  of 
Governments  is  $18,000.00. 

LEE  FIFE  MADE  A  MOTION  TO  APPROVE  THE  CONTRACT  WITH  APA  ASSOCIATES  NOT  TO  EXCEED 
SIXTY-FIVE  THOUSAND  DOLLARS  ($65,000.00)  AND  THE  CONTRACT  WITH  FIVE  COUNTY  ASSOCIATION 
OF  GOVERNMENTS  NOT  TO  EXCEED  EIGHTEEN  THOUSAND  DOLLARS  ($18,000.00).  MOTION  WAS 
SECONDED  BY  ROY  YOUNG.  MOTION  CARRIED. 

4.  John  Short  and  Associates  Contract  for  a  Tax  Base  Study.  Stephen  Pace  is  the 
Principal.  The  proposed  budget  amount  is  $39,700.00  for  this  study.  Ralph  explained 
that  he  and  Ken  approached  a  firm  out  of  Washington,  D.C.  and  Stephen  Pace  for  proposals. 
Only  Stephen  Pace  submitted  a  proposal  to  conduct  this  study.  Ralph  indicated  that 
*venty  percent  (20%)  of  the  total  contract  amount  will  be  paid  by  the  State  MX 

jordi nation  Office.  The  larger  share  of  this  study  will  be  paid  from  our  budget  due 
to  the  fact  that  the  focus  is  on  the  local  area.  This  study  will  examine  taxing  and 
tax  base  issues.  Staff  from  John  Short  and  Associates  will  be  in  the  local  jurisdictions 
to  talk  to  elected  officials. 

MAX  GARBETT  MADE  A  MOTION,  SECONDED  BY  CLAUDE  LOMAX,  TO  APPROVE  THE  JOHN  SHORT  AND 
ASSOCIATES  CONTRACT  FOR  A  TAX  BASE  STUDY  NOT  TO  EXCEED  FORTY  THOUSAND  DOLLARS 
($40,000.00)  OF  WHICH  TWENTY  PERCENT  (20%)  WOULD  BE  FUNDED  BY  THE  UTAH  STATE  MX 
COORDINATION  OFFICE.  MOTION  CARRIED. 

5.  Peat,  Marwick,  Mitchell  and  Company  Contract  to  scope  setting  up  a  fiscal 
management  system  for  impact  mitigation.  Ralph  emphasized  the  importance  of 
putting  in  place  a  system  to  deal  with  impact  mitigation  funds.  This  work  needs 
to  be  done  now.  This  approach  is  tied  to  the  block  grant  and  is  a  effort  to  show 
that  we  are  fiscally  competent  on  a  local  and  state  level.  The  total  contract  for 
this  would  be  $33,990.00.  Our  share  would  be  $17,000.00  and  the  State  MX  Office 
would  pick  up  the  difference.  The  block  grant  legislation  will  require  assurances 
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that  we  can  handle  money  properly.  Ralph  stated  that  he  has  spent  considerable 
time  in  Washington,  D.C.  working  on  the  block  grant  legislation  and  this  will  be 
a  product  that  can  be  useful  in  the  implementation  of  those  efforts.  As  staff 
he  feels  that  after  consultation  with  the  State  of  Utah,  we  need  to  scope  this 
study.  This  money  will  be  well  spent  as  it  reinforces  the  block  grant  approach. 

We  need  to  streamline  the  process  for  funding  and  would  be  behind  if  we  do  not 
more  on  this  study.  Commissioner  Jim  Clark  questioned  the  need  for  this  study 
in  light  of  the  current  status  of  MX  deployment.  It  was  pointed  out  that  all 
contracts  will  contain  a  clause  for  termination. 

LEE  FIFE  MADE  A  MOTION  TO  APPROVE  THE  PEAT,  MARWICK,  MITCHELL  AND  COMPANY  CONTRACT 
FOR  SCOPING  A  FISCAL  MANAGEMENT  SYSTEM  NOT  TO  EXCEED  THIRTY-FOUR  THOUSAND  DOLLARS 
'$34,000.00)  WITH  THE  POLICY  BOARD  SHARE  BEING  SEVENTEEN  THOUSAND  DOLLARS  ($17,000.00) 
-tND  THE  DIFFERENCE  COMING  FROM  THE  STATE  MX  COORDINATION  OFFICE.  MOTION  WAS  SECONDED 
BY  LEON  PEXTON .  MOTION  CARRIED.  JIM  CLARK  VOTED  NO  TO  THE  MOTION. 

6.  A  contract  in  conceptual  form  for  Juab  and  Millard  Counties.  Leon  Pexton  presented 
to  the  Board  a  proposed  plan  for  Juab  and  Millard  Counties  to  address  MX  growth  problems. 
The  northern  counties  have  almost  all  of  the  missile  shelters  and  will  have  possible 
boom  bust  construction  problems.  In  addition  to  MX,  the  IPP  impacts  will  be  occurring 
at  the  same  time.  Juab  and  Millard  Counties  have  elected  to  look  at  what  is  a  total 
picture  for  the  next  18  months  to  2  years.  This  approach  will  analyze  total  details 
rather  than  taking  one  issue  at  a  time.  This  is  being  presented  in  conceptual  form 
as  a  total  package.  Leon  indicated  that  during  the  period  of  a  months  time  they  would 
have  someone  from  the  Policy  Board  Office  help  put  the  proposal  into  phases.  There  is 
an  immediate  need  for  this  study.  This  study  was  approved  conceptually  by  the  Board. 

CORRESPONDENCE 

Ralph  explained  that  two  proposals  are  being  considered  as  correspondence.  One  is 
from  Southern  Utah  State  College.  It  still  has  not  been  determined  how  to  handle 
requests  from  higher  education.  Another  proposal  from  the  Paiute  Indian  Tribe  in 
Southern  Utah  is  being  considered  as  correspondence.  As  they  are  wards  of  the 
federal  government,  we  do  not  know  how  to  treat  this  proposal.  It  has  not  been 
determined  where  they  will  obtain  funding  for  projects.  They  will  probably  be 
given  federal  funds  for  planning.  We  need  clarification  before  action  can  be 
^aken  on  these  two  proposals. 

Kalph  discussed  correspondence  included  in  Board  folders  from  the  Washington  County 
Commission,  correspondence  to  the  Townes  Committee,  a  letter  from  District  V  Health 
Systems  Agency,  and  EDAW  correspondence. 

OTHER  BUSINESS 


Chairman  Johnson  indicated  that  there  has  been  a  request  to  change  the  meeting 
schedule  of  the  Policy  Board  and  the  Intergovernmental  Working  Group.  Ralph 
explained  that  decisions  are  made  at  a  rapid  pace  and  sometimes  we  need  things 
approved  by  the  Board  prior  to  the  Working  Group  Meeting.  It  was  suggested  that 
the  Board  meet  every  4th  Wednesday  and  the  Working  Group  every  4th  Thursday  of 
each  month.  Board  members  had  too  many  conflicts  on  Wednesday.  It  was  determined 
that  Ken  and  Ralph  should  get  together  and  work  out  a  program  that  is  satisfactory. 
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Ralph  indicated  that  we  need  additional  local  representation  on  the  Comprehensive 
Base  Planning  Process.  Problems  exist  with  the  turn  around  time  to  make  responses 
within  five  days.  He  explained  that  some  reservations  exist  in  regards  to  the 
Central  vs  the  Southern  Milford  site.  Four  copies  of  the  deliverables  will  be 
sent  to  our  office  and  mailed  to  the  Executive  Committee  for  input  from  the  Board. 
The  state  will  have  Ken  Olson  and  Gary  Tomsick  as  representatives  to  interface 
with  EDAW.  Iron  and  Beaver  Counties  are  to  select  a  member  from  each  county  to 
be  on  a  team  with  Ralph  Starr  to  discuss  Base  Comprehensive  Planning  issues  with 
EDAW  and  the  Air  Force.  Consensus  of  the  Board  was  reached  on  this  issue. 


Meeting  adjorned  at  7:30  p.m. 


MX  POLICY  BOARD 


FY  1981 

BUDGET 

COMBINED/REVISED 

May  28, 

,  1981 

Personnel : 

1. 

Positions: 

Di  rector 

$  36,000 

Assistant  Director 

30,000 

Secretary 

15,000 

Part  Time/Temporary 

10,000 

2. 

Fringe  Benefits 

21 ,500 

Total 

Personnel 

$112,500 

Travel : 

1. 

Director  &  Staff 

$  30,000 

2. 

Chairman  &  Policy  Board 

30,000 

Total 

Travel 

$  60,000 

Operating  Expenses: 

1. 

Office  Equipment  Rental 

$  10,000 

2. 

Office  Rental 

4,000 

3. 

Office  Supplies 

5,000 

4. 

Printing 

6,000 

5. 

Telephone 

7,000 

6. 

Postage 

5,000 

7. 

Conference  Expenses 

5,500 

8. 

Publication  Acquisition 

1,000 

9. 

Contracted  Studies  and  Services 

684,000 

Total 

Operating 

$727,500 

Total 

Budget 

$900,000 

AGENDA 

UTAH  STATE  FOUR  COUNTY  MX  POLICY  BOARD 


APRIL  23,  1981 
BEAVER  COUNTY  COURTHOUSE 
5:00  p.m. 

I.  MINUTES  -  March  26,  1981  -  REVIEW  AND  APPROVE 

II.  DEIS  REPORT 

III.  WASHINGTON  TRIP/LEGISLATIVE  REPORT 

IV.  UDOT  REPORT  -  ALEX  MANSOUR 

V.  WORK  PROGRAM  SURVEY  REPORT 

VI .  WORKING  GROUP  REPORT 

VII.  FISCAL  MANAGEMENT  AND  PROCEDURES 

VIII.  IRON  COUNTY  FUNDING  REQUEST 

IX.  OTHER 


MINUTES 

UTAH  STATE  MX  FOUR  COUNTY  POLICY  BOARD  MEETING 


I 


Beaver  County  Courthouse  I 

Beaver,  Utah 
April  23,  1981 


MEMBERS  IN  ATTENDANCE 

Chad  Johnson,  Chairman 
Mark  Paxton,  Vice-Chairman 
Roy  L.  Young 
Ben  H.  Robison 
-Leoyd  Lovell 
Max  Garbett 
Leon  Pexton 
S.  Jack  Sawyers 
Stephen  L.  Adams 


REPRESENTING 

Beaver  County  Commission 
Millard  County  Mayors 
Beaver  County  Mayors 
Millard  County  Commission 
Millard  County  Schools 
Juab  County  Schools 
Juab  County  Mayors 
Iron  County  Mayors 
Iron  County  Schools 


ft 


ft 


MEMBERS  ABSENT 


Karl  Truman 
James  L.  Clark 
Claude  R.  Lomax 


Beaver  County  Schools 
Iron  County  Commission 
Juab  County  Commission 


OTHERS  IN  ATTENDANCE 


ft 


H.R.  Starr 
Phillip  B.  Robison 
John  Whitney 
John  S.  Williams 
Martin  Prisco 
Eric  Zigas 
Eldon  Erickson 
Major  Bob  McMains 
Larry  Hoover 
•Alex  Mansour 
joe  Mel ling 
Lee  Fife 
Jeannine  Holt 
John  C.  Willie 
N.E.  "Red"  Wilson 
Georgia  Beth  Thompson 
Florence  Wolfram 
Katherine  Humphrey 
G.  Montague 
Elouise  J.  Montague 
Joyce  Johnson 
Diane  Lamoreaux 


Director,  MX  Policy  Board 
Assistant  Director,  MX  Policy  Board 
Washington  County  Commissioner 
Director,  Five  County  AOG 
USAF,  Norton  Air  Force  Base 
EDAW,  Inc. 

Office  of  Economic  Adjustment 
MX  Liaison  Office 

Six  County  Commissioners  Organization 

UDOT  District  5 

Cedar  City  Manager 

Cedar  City  Council 

U.S.  Senators  Garn/Hatch 

Washington  County 

Beaver  County  News/Milford 

Cedar  City  MX  Coalition 

Cedar  City  MX  Coalition 

Beaver  Concerned  Citizen 

Cedar  City  Citizen 

Cedar  City,  Iron  Co.  &  Las  Vegas 

Beaver  County 

Secretary,  MX  Policy  Board 


ft 
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WELCOME  AND  INTRODUCTIONS 

\ 

Chairman  Johnson  called  the  meeting  to  order  at  5:05  p.m.  and  welcomed  everyone  in 
attendance. 

MINUTES  -  REVIEW  AND  APPROVAL 


The  minutes  of  the  March  26,  1981  meeting  were  presented  for  approval.  MARK  PAXTON 
MADE  A  MOTION  TO  ACCEPT  THE  MINUTES  OF  THE  MARCH  26,  1981  MEETING.  MOTION  WAS  SECONDED 
BY  JACK  SAWYERS.  MOTION  CARRIED. 


DEIS  REPORT 


Talph  reported  that  the  comments  and  Governor's  cover  letter  were  released  this 
^morning  in  a  press  conference  in  So  *:  Lake  City.  Ralph  indicated  that  in  the  folders 
under  DEIS  Review  a  list  of  members  serving  on  the  local  teams,  a  copy  of  the  Governor's 
cover  letter,  and  the  local  comments  could  be  found.  Anyone  desiring  comments  from  the 
State  teams  or  the  University  teams  can  obtain  these  from  the  State  MX  Coordination 
Office.  Local  comments  will  be  available  from  our  office  upon  request.  The  DEIS 
comment  period  has  ended  for  the  local  teams.  We  will  be  sending  these  committee 
members  a  letter  of  appreciation  and  the  local  comments  in  final  form.  Ralph  stated 
that  the  comments  were  remarkably  similar  from  all  three  groups.  These  comments  will 
go  on  to  the  Air  Force  for  their  consideration.  It  was  indicated  at  the  Working  Group 
Meeting  that  it  will  take  longer  than  30  days  to  complete  the  final  EIS.  Colonel  Van 
Dillen  informed  the  group  that  the  Air  Force  will  take  60  days  to  finalize  the  EIS. 

WASHINGTON  TRIP/LEGISLATIVE  REPORT 


Ralph  stated  that  last  month  a  copy  of  sample  block  grant  legislation  was  handed  out 
to  Board  members.  He  indicated  that  a  copy  of  the  testimony  given  by  Governor  Matheson 
will  be  mailed  out  to  members.  Ralph  reported  that  the  Governor  and  Chad  testified 
together  in  favor  of  block  grant  approach  in  front  of  Congressman  Brinkley's  committee. 
The  Office  of  Economic  Adjustment  has  been  very  supportive  of  this  approach.  DoD  and 
the  Air  Force  are  still  studying  the  approach.  The  White  House  has  not  responded  to 
the  legislation.  The  legislative  package  was  well  received.  Ralph  indicated  that 
Governor  List,  a  Clark  County  Representative,  and  a  representative  from  Las  Vegas  also 
testified  in  this  hearing. 

UDOT  REPORT  -  ALEX  MANSOUR 


Mr.  Mansour  reported  that  the  UDOT  District  V  Office  still  has  not  received  authoriza¬ 
tion  to  proceed  with  the  precondition  survey.  They  have  received  a  phone  call  saying 
that  this  is  going  to  be  approved  but  not  to  proceed  until  notification  by  letter  has 
been  received.  His  presentation  was  made  to  the  Working  Group  in  Salt  Lake  City  at 
their  meeting  yesterday.  This  report  calls  for  200  million  dollars  of  improvements  in 
the  State  Highway  System. 

Mr.  Mansour  reported  that  he  traveled  to  Ely,  Nevada  on  April  16th  to  meet  with  William 
Nagle,  Assistant  Highway  Director,  and  Allen  Dowly,  District  Engineer.  He  indicated 
that  their  6  and  50  analysis  is  identical  to  ours.  One  deficiency  was  with  State  Route 
21,  Beaver  County  to  Nevada,  improvements  of  road  into  Nevada  was  not  shown.  This  road 
goes  through  Garrison,  Utah  and  connects  into  Nevada.  It  also  connects  with  U.S.  6 
and  50.  The  State  of  Nevada  will  either  have  to  improve  this  road  or  the  State  of  Utah 
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will  have  to  improve  an  alternate  on  our  side.  Nevada  is  going  to  readdress  this 

road  and  will  then  let  us  know  in  regards  to  improvements  to  be  done.  Mr.  Mansour 

indicated  that  another  difference  was  in  State  Route  56  which  connects  with  Nevada 

roads  and  goes  into  Panaca.  The  time  frame  is  not  the  same  on  this  road.  Utah 

recently  made  improvements  on  this  particular  route  but  the  Nevada  side  is  in  need  > 

of  improvements.  Nevada  will  have  to  do  some  early  work  on  this  road.  Chairman 

Johnson  asked  the  amount  of  the  precondition  survey  proposed  for  county  roads. 

Mr.  Mansour  indicated  that  he  believed  the  amount  was  $30,000.  He  also  indicated 

that  he  would  like  to  put  engineers  and  construction  crews  out  on  these  roads  as 

soon  as  possible.  Ralph  stated  that  Alex  needs  to  be  commended  for  amount  of  work 

that  he  and  his  staff  have  done  on  this  project  and  the  time  in  which  they  have  done  » 

this. 

ROY  YOUNG  MADE  A  MOTION  TO  WRITE  A  LETTER  OF  APPRECIATION  TO  ALEX  AND  HIS  STAFF  FOR 
THEIR  EFFORTS  WITH  MX.  MOTION  WAS  SECONDED  BY  JACK  SAWYERS.  MOTION  CARRIED  UNANIMOUSLY. 


WORK  PROGRAM  SURVEY  REPORT 


Either  Phil  or  Ralph  will  be  to  20  different  local  meetings  this  month  and  8  are 
projected  for  May  already.  Ralph  also  indicated  that  efforts  will  be  made  to  schedule 
future  meetings  with  these  groups.  We  are  attempting  to  remedy  our  communication  pro¬ 
blems  and  ask  for  any  suggestions  for  ways  to  improve.  Meetings  with  City  Councils,  I 

Boards  of  Adjustments,  and  County  Commissions  have  been  attended  by  both  Phil  and 
Ralph  throughout  the  area.  Updates  have  been  given  on  MX  and  surveys  have  been 
conducted  to  find  out  where  Master  Plans  and  Zoning  and  Control  Ordinances  stand  and 
what  needs  to  be  done  to  update  them  in  relation  to  MX.  Most  jurisdictions  do  not 
have  MX  figures  put  into  their  master  plans.  As  the  surveys  are  completed,  we  will 
find  out  where  deficiencies  are  located.  This  is  part  of  the  Work  Program  and  needs  ) 

to  be  addressed.  We  have  some  $684,000  for  studies  and  have  a  Work  Program  that  says 
we  should  be  at  certain  points  at  certain  times.  Later  on  agenda,  we  will  be  looking 
at  a  conceptual  presentation  from  Iron  County.  The  other  counties  should  be  interested 
in  this  type  of  proposal  being  conducted  soon.  If  this  approach  is  successful,  it  could 
be  used  as  a  model  in  other  counties.  Another  study  that  is  being  scoped  is  one  dealing 
with  erosion  of  local  tax  bases.  According  to  our  Work  Program,  we  should  be  proceeding  ) 
with  these  studies.  We  need  to  identify  contractors  to  work  with  master  plans,  zoning 
and  special  studies  and  get  going  on  these  projects. 

Phil  asked  Mayor  Young  and  Mayor  Paxton  if  the  meetings  held  with  their  councils  were 
helpful.  He  asked  if  they  would  like  either  he  or  Ralph  to  attend  future  meetings. 

•loth  Mayor  Young  and  Mayor  Paxton  expressed  appreciation  for  efforts  on  the  staffs  I 

part  to  attend  meetings  and  felt  it  was  very  helpful  to  share  information  with  their 
councils.  All  members  of  the  Board  felt  this  was  a  helpful  service  and  should  be 
repeated  on  invitation  of  each  entity.  Phil  suggested  that  a  contact  person  be 
established  from  local  entities  and  he  will  serve  as  a  contact  in  our  office.  Each 
jurisdiction  will  be  handled  upon  request  to  attend  meetings.  Ralph  and  Phil  both 
indicated  that  when  new  information  becomes  available,  our  office  will  request  time  ► 

on  agendas.  Mayor  Sawyers  stated  that  he  feels  it  is  important  that  a  contact  person 
be  established  and  our  office  continue  to  meet  with  jurisdictions  upon  request.  Ralph 
asked  that  Board  members  go  back  to  boards  and  councils  and  make  monthly  reports  on 
our  meetings.  Board  members  expressed  their  appreciation  for  efforts  to  update 
jurisdictions.  ^ 

WORKING  GROUP  MEETING  REPORT 


Ralph  asked  for  executive  members  to  comment  on  the  Working  Group  Meeting  held  in 
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Salt  Lake  yesterday.  Mayor  Sawyers  commented  on  the  need  to  insist  on  the  State 
giving  information  before  hand  and  the  need  to  review  information  before  action  is 
taken.  Chad  stated  that  he  was  referring  to  three  (3)  grant  requests;  two  from  the 
Six  County  Commissioners  Organization.  He  stated  that  the  Working  Group  will  be  the 
A-95  review  group  for  MX  related  matters.  At  the  meeting  yesterday,  three  requests 
were  presented  for  approval.  Chairman  Johnson  indicated  that  the  problem  with 
information  dissemination  will  not  happen  again.  We  have  insisted  that  copies  be 
sent  out  prior  to  meeting  so  that  we  will  have  time  to  react.  Ralph  reviewed  the 
John  Sanger  and  Associates  proposal  for  scoping  the  fiscal  impact  study.  This 
proposal  was  included  in  the  Board  members  three  ring  binders.  Ralph  briefly 
mentioned  the  HRS  study  conducted  for  the  Air  Force  which  has  not  received  many 
favorable  comments  from  the  State  and  Locals.  The  HRS  study  is  not  a  fiscal  impact 
study.  The  fiscal  impact  study  will  be  jointly  sponsored  and  will  have  input  from 
local,  state.  Air  Force,  OEA,  COE,  and  other  entities  involved.  This  is  a  very 
important  document.  Mr.  Sanger  does  not  go  into  computer  modeling.  He  uses  a  case 
history  approach  which  is  hand  computed  and  then  calculates  impacts  for  aggregation. 
We  have  not  received  agreement  from  the  Air  Force,  COE,  OEA  that  this  is  how  they 
want  to  handle  this  study.  Our  share  for  this  study  would  be  $7,000  and  the  other 
half  will  be  picked  up  by  the  State  MX  Office.  Members  were  asked  to  review  and 
decide  how  they  would  like  to  proceed. 

Another  study  (Peat,  Marwick,  Mitchell  and  Company)  deals  with  a  proposal  to  scope 
a  study  to  examine  program  and  fiscal  management  procedures  for  impact  mitigation 
funds.  This  proposal  will  be  mailed  out  to  Board  members  within  the  week.  Our 
share  would  be  $18,000  with  the  State  funding  the  other  half.  They  have  agreed  to 
do  the  analysis  for  $36,000.  We  will  need  to  make  a  decision  next  month  on  this 
matter.  Ralph  expressed  that  this  is  a  high  priority  item.  We  need  to  convince 
the  Feds  that  we  are  capable  of  handling  fiscal  and  program  management  in  the 
region. 

Ralph  indicated  that  he  and  Ken  did  seek  John  Sanger  for  the  fiscal  impact  study 
due  to  recommendations  and  his  past  work  in  Kitsap  County.  He  also  stated  that  he 
made  calls  to  Washington  and  Salt  Lake  City  on  the  erosion  of  local  tax  base  study. 
Before  any  contract  is  signed  for  either  of  these  studies,  this  will  be  brought 
back  to  the  Board  for  approval . 

FISCAL  MANAGEMENT  AND  PROCEDURES 


Chairman  Johnson  reported  that  last  month  we  approved  the  Fiscal  Management  Policies 
and  Procedures  and  this  system  has  been  put  on  line  for  the  FY  1981  funds.  The 
Travel  Policies  and  Procedures  were  handed  out  for  review  but  no  action  was  taken. 
Phil  explained  that  two  minor  changes  have  been  made  to  the  travel  policies  and 
procedures.  First,  travel  by  1st  class  by  air  has  been  eliminated.  Second,  the 
Director  will  sign  travel  reimbursements  as  opposed  to  the  Assistant  Director. 

MOTION  WAS  MADE  BY  ROY  YOUNG,  SECONDED  BY  MARK  PAXTON,  TO  APPROVE  THE  TRAVEL  POLICIES 
AND  PROCEDURES  WITH  ABOVE  CORRECTIONS.  MOTION  CARRIED. 

Phil  indicated  that  he  did  not  build  a  grevience  procedure  or  merit  system  into  the 
Personnel  Policies  and  Procedures.  Ralph  stated  that  in  order  to  conform  with  the 
requirements  of  the  0MB  circulars  we  had  to  come  up  with  our  own  policies  and  can 
refer  to  our  policies  instead  of  being  totally  bound  by  circulars.  MOTION  WAS  MADE 
BY  JACK  SAWYERS,  SECONDED  BY  STEVE  ADAMS,  TO  APPROVE  THE  PERSONNEL  POLICIES  AND 
PROCEDURES.  MOTION  CARRIED. 
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Phil  reported  that  the  fourth  document.  Procurement  Policies  and  Procedures,  was 
mailed  Monday,  April  20th.  This  incorporated  the  $5,000  spending  limit  and  any 
action  over  $5,000  would  take  formal  Board  action.  Anything  over  $100,000  must 
go  before  the  Working  Group  and  FCRC  for  review.  MOTION  WAS  MADE  BY  LEOYD  LOVELL, 
SECONDED  BY  STEVE  ADAMS,  TO  APPROVE  THE  PROCUREMENT  POLICIES  AND  PROCEDURES.  MOTION 
CARRIED. 


Ralph  indicated  that  the  above  mentioned  documents  will  be  printed  and  bound  into 
one  document  and  distributed.  Ralph  also  asked  about  a  quarterly  financial  report. 

ROY  YOUNG  MADE  A  MOTION  THAT  A  QUARTERLY  FINANCIAL  BRIEFING  BE  PRESENTED  TO  REVIEW 
EXPENDITURES.  MOTION  WAS  SECONDED  BY  JACK  SAWYERS.  MOTION  CARRIED. 

IRON  COUNTY  FUNDING  REQUEST 

Joe  Melling,  Cedar  City  Manager,  was  asked  to  present  the  Iron  County  funding  request. 

He  stated  that  in  meetings  with  Mayors  throughout  Iron  County  problems  keep  coming  up 
in  updating  master  plans.  Master  plans  have  been  done  by  different  entities  and  county 
and  communities.  Inconsistencies  have  been  found  in  master  plans  and  zoning  ordinances. 
There  is  a  need  to  identify  these  and  ameliorate  them.  All  communities  have  own  unique 
characteristics  and  we  do  not  propose  to  change  their  identity.  There  is,  however,  a 
need  to  coordinate  certain  things  between  jurisdictions.  There  is  a  need  to  start  to 

develop  these  policies  if  growth  is  going  to  take  place.  We  need  to  look  at  this 

proposal  conceptually.  Iron  County  did  contact  a  consulting  firm  to  determine  hourly 
rates  of  pay.  These  were  $37.00  per  hour  for  professionals  and  $17.00  per  hour  for 
staff  support  plus  travel  costs.  One  contract  to  handle  all  entities  in  the  county 
is  proposed.  There  will  be  spot  building  and  zoning  if  the  county  does  not  handle 
this  as  a  coordinated  effort.  A  single  consultant  could  sit  down  with  the  county  and 
each  community.  Leon  Pexton  stated  that  a  local  option  must  still  be  maintained  for 
this  inventory.  Ralph  explained  the  process  in  phases.  Phase  I  will  examine  master 
plans  and  zoning  ordinances  and  get  an  MX  update.  Phase  II  could  include  a  consultant 
to  develop  overall  approach,  analyze  and  compare  Phase  I  documents  for  inconsistencies 
Phase  III  could  consist  of  some  form  of  standardization  on  key  areas  in  zoning  and 
control  ordinances.  Ralph  indicated  that  we  are  asking  for  conceptual  approval  to 

consult  with  some  firms  to  come  up  with  a  proposal  next  meeting. 

LEON  PEXTON  MADE  A  MOTION  TO  CONCEPTUALLY  APPROVE  THE  IRON  COUNTY  PROPOSAL  AND 
AUTHORIZE  CONTACT  OF  CONSULTANTS.  MOTION  WAS  SECONDED  BY  MARK  PAXTON.  MOTION 
CARRIED. 


OTHER  BUSINESS 

1.  Rapid  Growth  Management  Meeting:  Commissioner  Whitney  reported  on  the  Rapid 
Growth  meeting.  He  indicated  that  this  conmittee  is  in  the  process  of  formulating 
an  agenda  with  the  Air  Force  for  a  meeting  to  be  held  sometime  later  in  May.  As 
soon  as  this  agenda  is  in  final  draft,  it  will  be  sent  to  the  Board.  Some  of  the 
problems  being  dealt  with  are:  (1)  Funding,  (2)  Recruitment  of  labor.  We  need  to 

get  answers  from  the  Air  Force  on  these  issues.  Also  being  discussed  are:  (1)  Synthetic 
fuels,  and  (2)  electric  power.  They  are  trying  to  correlate  all  rapid  growth  issues. 

2.  Citizen  Advisory  Committees:  Ralph  indicated  that  updated  lists  are  included  in 
the  folders.  All  committee  chairmen  will  be  receiving  agendas  for  attendance  at 
State  and  Bi-State  meetings.  It  has  been  suggested  that  these  committees  review  the 
Phase  II  draft.  These  committees  have  not  met  yet,  but  each  committee  will  travel 
at  the  request  of  the  Board  and  travel  expenses  will  be  paid.  Commissioner  Whitney 
or  a  member  of  his  conmittee  will  travel  to  the  meeting  in  Carson  City,  NV  in  May. 
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3.  County  Proposal:  ROY  YOUNG  MADE  A  MOTION  TO  EXTEND  THE  SAME  PROPOSAL  AS  IRON 

COUNTY  TO  BEAVER  COUNTY  AND  OTHER  COUNTIES.  MOTION  WAS  SECONDED  BY  BEN  ROBISON. 

MOTION  CARRIED.  Conceptual  approval  of  the  proposal  is  for  all  counties. 

4.  QEA  Report  -  Eldon  Erickson:  Eldon  indicated  that  the  Office  of  Economic 

Adjustment  has  been  working  on  getting  approval  for  the  precondition  survey  and 
have  received  confirmation  on  this  approval.  He  indicated  that  an  additional 
component  has  been  added  to  the  HSG  study  for  further  definition  of  boom  town 

impacts.  He  also  indicated  that  within  the  next  two  or  three  weeks  they  will  be 

finishing  portions  of  the  Nevada  study  on  housing  and  will  be  conducting  a  similar 
study  for  Utah.  Hopefully  at  the  next  meeting  he  will  have  the  housing  analysis 
available  for  the  Board.  Eldon  also  discussed  the  possibility  of  a  joint  OEA  and 
Policy  Board  workshop  for  planners.  This  planning  workshop  would  bring  together 
planning  boards,  county  commissioners,  mayors,  and  individual  citizens  to  sit  down 
together  and  consider  exploring  problems  resulting  from  growth  in  communities  in 
the  impact  area.  This  type  of  workshop  can  be  extremely  useful  in  situations  we 
might  be  facing.  Bob  Rauner,  Director  OEA,  is  an  economist  and  has  utilized  these 
kind  of  mechanisms  in  the  past.  This  past  week  he  asked  the  OEA  staff  to  look  into 
ways  and  methods  that  have  been  used  and  come  up  with  recommendations  for  the  proposed 
workshop.  This  workshop  could  be  held  in  the  near  future.  A  tentative  date  would  be 
sometime  in  May  and  could  be  held  at  Brian  Head  in  some  type  of  retreat.  Eldon 
suggested  that  we  go  two  full  days  and  have  very  concentrated  workshop.  This  could 
involve  50-60  people. 

5.  Comments  -  Bob  McMains:  Chairman  Johnson  congratulated  Bob  McMains  on  his  recent 
promotion  to  Colonel  and  asked  if  he  would  like  to  make  comments  to  the  Board.  He 
indicated  that  the  Air  Force  is  pressing  full  speed  ahead  with  development.  The 
Secretary  of  Defense  says  they  are  staying  with  1986  as  the  target  date.  The  non¬ 
government  group  appointed  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense  will  be  meeting  again  in  a 
few  weeks  and  then  will  be  making  their  report.  The  date  for  a  decision  is  slipping 
a  bit  according  to  rumors  and  will  be  the  end  of  June  now.  July  1st  the  decision  on 
basing  mode  will  be  released  and  the  EIS  will  be  published  after  that.  He  expressed 
appreciation  for  the  efforts  that  have  been  made  locally  to  get  comments  for  the  EIS. 

6.  Martin  Prisco  -  AFRCE:  Martin  indicated  that  he  works  in  the  Environmental 
Planning  Division  out  of  Norton  Air  Force  Base.  As  they  get  into  land  use  planning, 
he  would  like  to  work  closely  with  our  Board.  He  expressed  interest  to  help  in  any 
way  he  can. 

7.  Eric  Zigas  -  EDAW:  Eric  is  involved  in  the  Base  Comprehensive  Planning  with  EDAW. 
He  indicated  that  he  will  be  attending  Policy  Board  meetings  and  will  be  involved 
locally  in  the  planning  effort.  The  Board  will  receive  copies  of  materials  for  review 
when  the  Air  Force  receives  them.  The  Work  Plan  and  Land  Use  Plan  should  be  received 
soon.  EDAW  would  like  to  hold  meetings  here  in  the  deployment  area  instead  of  San 
Francisco.  This  is  a  15  month  contract  and  limited  meetings  will  be  held  in  San 
Francisco.  They  are  proposing  to  hold  one  meeting  at  the  state  level  and  one  meeting 
at  the  local  level  for  review. 

8.  Correspondence  and  Bulletins:  Ralph  indicated  that  correspondence  will  be  sent 
for  informational  purposes.  Included  in  the  folders  were  letters  from  the  Utah  Health 
Systems  Agency,  and  the  Six  County  Commissioners  Organization.  Semi-monthly  bulletins 
will  be  released  to  press  to  let  everyone  know  what  the  Board  is  doing. 

8.  Next  Meeting:  Working  Group  Meeting  will  be  held  in  Cedar  City  on  May  27th  at 
1:00  p.m.  at  either  the  College  or  the  Sugar  Loaf  Cafe.  Policy  Board  Meeting  will 
be  that  evening  in  Beaver,  Utah  at  the  Courthouse.  MAYOR  SAWYERS  MADE  A  MOTION, 

SECONDED  BY  STEVE  ADAMS,  TO  ADJORN  MEETING.  MOTION  CARRIED.  Meeting  adjorned  7:00  p.m. 
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19  WEST  SOUTH  TEMPLE,  SALT  LAKE  CITY,  UTAH  84101  (801)  581-3476 

April  17,  1981 


Mr.  H.  R.  Starr 

M-X  Coordinator 

Four  County  M-X  Policy  Board 

444  South  Main,  Suite  A-l 

Cedar  City,  Utah  84702 

Dear  Mr.  Starr: 

I  am  writing  to  request  your  assistance  in  identifying 
the  health  and  related  human  services  impacts  of  M-X  con¬ 
struction  in  Beaver,  Iron,  Juab  and  Millard  counties. 

As  you  may  know  the  Utah  Health  Systems  Agency  is  man¬ 
dated  by  federal  and  state  statute  to  conduct  health  plan¬ 
ning  and  resource  development  activities  for  the  residents 
of  Utah.  In  carrying  out  this  responsibility  our  Agency 
works  closely  with  each  of  the  State's  seven  Associations 
of  Governments.  Through  both  formal  and  informal  inter¬ 
agency  agreements  this  relationship  eliminates  duplication 
of  effort  and  maximizes  the  utilization  of  shared  staff 
expertise  and  agency  data. 

In  collaboration  with  the  Five  County  AOG  and  Six 
County  Commissioners  Organization  the  Utah  HSA  solicits 
financial  support  from  the  M-X  Policy  Board  to  complete 
an  M-X  impact  Health  Care  Needs  Assessment  Plan  and 
Resource  Development  Proposal  for  the  four  county  area. 

After  examining  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  State¬ 
ment  (DEIS)  on  the  M-X  Deployment  Area  Selection  and  Land 
Withdrawal/Acquisition  and  the  related  Environmental 
Technical  Reports,  we  conclude  that  insufficient  analysis 
has  been  devoted  to  assessing  needs  for  health  care 
services.  Although  the  DEIS  estimates  for  M-X  population 
growth  vary,  the  impact  upon  the  existing  community  health 
care  delivery  systems  in  the  Five  and  Six  County  areas 
will  be  significant. 

Many  of  the  problems  and  pressures  that  existing 
community  delivery  systems  must  deal  with  as  a  result 
of  rapid  and  major  population  growth  can  be  anticipated 
and  mitigated  through  proper  planning. 
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In  coordination  with  AOG  and  Commissioners  Organi¬ 
zation  staffs  the  Utah  HSA  stands  ready  to  assist  the  four 
county  M-X  Policy  Board  in  identifying  the  health  care 
needs  of  impacted  communities  and  designing  the  system 
increments  necessary  to  deliver  accessible  and  quality 
medical  care  to  the  four  county  residents. 

Upon  your  request  we  will  be  happy  to  provide  budget 
and  work  program  proposals  defining  a  scope  of  work  and 
timeframes  ■ jr  product  completion. 

Thank  5-^u  for  your  consideration. 


SHB/mh 

cc:  Mr.  John  Williams  -  Five  County  AOG 

Mr.  Carval  Magalaby  -  Six  County 

Commissioners  Organization 
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Social  Services 


Scott  M.  Matheson.  Governor.  State  of  Utah 
Anthony  W.  Mitchell.  Ph.D..  Executive  Director 


May  7.  1981 


Chad  Johnson,  Chairman 
Four  County  "MX"  Board 
140  West  200  North 
Beaver,  UT  84713 

Dear  Mr.  Johnson: 

It  would  be  helpful  to  have  the  Five  County  AOG  staff  look  at  select 
and  certain  services  that  we  provide  in  regards  to  the  impacts  that 
"MX"  may  have  on  those  services.  The  type  of  services  that  we  would 
like  reviewed  would  be  Mental  Health,  the  Alternatives  Program,  etc. 
This  would  be  beneficial  as  we  plan  for  the  future  in  regards  to  d.._ 
population  influx  that  is  anticipated  as  "MX"  becomes  a  reality.  There 
will  certainly  be  a  devastating  effect  upon  our  services  and  the  staff 
that  we  currently  have. 

As  you  are  probably  aware,  the  Five  County  AOG  has  for  some  time  been 
involved  in  planning  as  far  as  Social  Service  programs  are  concerned. 
This  has  been  designated  as  bring  part  of  their  function. 

If  you  have  any  questions  or  need  additional  information,  please  get 
in  touch  with  me. 

Sincerely, 

Richard  J.  Garrett,  Director 
District  V,  Family  Life  Services 

RJG/cah 


Family  Lifa  Sarvicai  Diftrict  5 
(Beaver.  Iron.  Washington,  Garfield.  Kant) 
flichard  J.  Gar  ran,  Dir  actor 


An  Equal  Opportunity  Employer 


S51  South  300  East 
P.O.  Box  880,  St.  Gaorge.  Utah  84770 
801<073-B6B1 


Southwest  Utah  District 
Health  Department 
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551  SOUTH  300  EAST.  ST.  GEORGE,  UTAH  64770  /  601-673-3528 
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RECEIVED 

MAY!  91981 

MX-POLICY  BOARD 


With  the  return  of  Beaver  County  to  the  Southwest  Utah  Health 
District,  the  likelihood  of  becoming  involved  in  planning  of  a 
major  nature  for  effective  and  efficient  public  neaitn  services 
for  a  large  population  impact  within  the  district  boundaries 
is  very  much  enhanced.  There  is  no  question  that  very  signi¬ 
ficant  growth  will  occur,  the  question  is  how  soon,  hew  much  and 
where.  It  is  anticipated  that  the  population  impact  will  come 
in  two  waves  of  a  totally  different  type.  The  first  will  be 
the  construction  phase  with  these  workers  and  their  families 
staying  only  until  that  phase  of  construction  they  are  working 
on  is  completed  and  then  moving  on.  The  second  phase  will  be 
the  operating  and  maintainence  crews  ,  in  this  case,  from  what 
information  is  present,  will  consist  of  a  small  permanent  Air 
Force  base  somewhere  in  Utah  with  a  larger  base  in  Nevada. 

Determining  how  many  construction  workers  will  arrive  on  what 
schedule  and  where  they  will  be  housed  is  the  responsibility  of 
the  Air  Force  and  this  i*  information  is  essential  to  effective 
•  planning,  particularly  in  relation  to  seeking  appropriate  funding 

from  Federal  and  other  sources  for  public  health  services 
delivery  during  the  construction  phase. 

I  need  to  know  the  amount  of  this  impact  and  the  timing  of  this 
impact  in  order  to  guage  the  need  for  public  health  personnel, 
equipment,  and  office  space. 


1— 


Where  permanent  bases  are  established,  public  health  services  from 
the  Health  District  will  be  needed  only  if  some  personnel  and  or 
their  families  reside  off-base.  If  off-base  residence  is  to  occur, 
the  numbers  of  persons  and  locations  of  housing  need  to  be  known. 
From  what  I  have  heard,  it  is  probable  that  in  Utah  the  entire 
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population  associated  with  permanent  basino  will  be  housed  on-base 
because  of  remoteness  and  lack  of  facilities  available.  The  Air 
Force  would  provide  all  public  health  services  needed  under  these 
circumstances  with  their  own  personnel  and  funding. 

When  the  transition  from  construction  to  permanent  basino  occurs, 
a  oh2se  out  of  some  all  of  the  public  health  services  supplied 
during  construction  v/i  1 1  be  necessary,  dependina  on  the  decision  to 

house  all  oemenent  Personnel  on  base  or  not. 


Until  the  above  listed  basic  information  is  available  from  the 
Air  Force,  prior  oianning  can  at  best  be  only  a  guess  and  not 

«  _ _ _ ...L  _ _ _ I.  XT _ J.U _ _  .i.  XL.*  X  * _ 


Basic  formulae  are  available  that  can  be  rapidly  applied  to  final 
nianninn  for  public  noa'iin  wnen  numners.  timing  and  location 

of  nersonnel  involved  in  all  phases  of  the  MX  Droaram  are  known. 
Knowledge  of  the  health  problems  that  develop  as  a  result  of  sudden 
growth  of  this  nature  has  been  sought  out  and  any  planning  that  is 
aone  will  incorporate  these  historical  facts  into  the  basic 
formulae. 


Sincerely 

Ray" G. ^Cowley,  H.D.,  Director 
Southwest  Utah  District  Health  Department 


RGC/jj 


CC:  Guy  Thompson 
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LOCAL  WILDLIFE  REVIEW  TEAM 


General  Co— wits 

Fm  a  wildlife  resource  viewpoint,  review  of  the  MX  DEIS  docuaent  Is  as 
■omaental  a  project  as  the  original  collection  of  data  and  writing  It  must 
have  been.  The  West  Desert  of  Utah  Is  a  complex  mix  of  desert  ecological 
communities  which,  while  the  resources  present  are  not  abundant,  are  unique 
and  fragile.  A  project  the  size  of  MX  will  change  the  ecological  relation¬ 
ships  of  this  entire  area.  The  total  Impacts  either  direct  or  Indirect  cannot 
be  thoroughly  covered  In  a  doc  mien t  of  this  scope.  The  comments  In  this 
review  are  an  attempt  to  highlight  specific  problem  areas  so  that  future 
studies  and  the  FEIS  can  begin  to  properly  address  wildlife  Impacts.  Cur¬ 
rently  the  Utah  Division  of  Wildlife  Resources  does  not  have  the  staffing  to 
properly  take  part  In  the  surveys  and  site-specific  doc  intents  that  must  be 
prepared.  The  division  has  been  contracted  with  In  the  past  to  supply  de¬ 
tailed  biological  Information  and  can  easily  assemble  the  people  to  do  so  on 
any  Utah  phase  of  the  MX  project. 

Specific  Comments 


PAGE  PARAGRAPH  SENTENCE  COMMENT 

Figures  1  and  3  Figures  1  and  3  are  diffi¬ 

cult  to  read  because  of  the 
scale  and  grey-on-grey 
display. 

56  1  It  Is  hoped  that  In  addition 

to  mitigation  of  adverse 
economic  Impacts,  the  biolo¬ 
gical  impacts  will  be  fully 
mitigated  also. 

7  partial  1-2  It  Is  disturbing  to  read 

that  a  FONSNI  (finding  of  no 
significant  new  Impact)  in 
Tier  2,  will  be  done  only  at 
the  level  of  an  EA  (environ¬ 
mental  assessment) .  Thi s 
will  have  the  affect  of 
breaking  up  the  environmen¬ 
tal  effects  Into  separate 
and  unrelated  packets  of 
Information  with  little 
correlation  being  made  to 
the  total  Impact  of  the 
project.  This  could  result 
In  an  Inadequate  analysis 
and  a  lessened  mitigation  of 
overall  wildlife  Impacts. 
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COMMENT 


92  We  note  that  the  Air  Force 

In  Its  MX  environmental 
planning  expects  to  use  the 
"ml tl ga tl on-by-avol dance" 
technique.  This  technique 
will  be  mainly  used  with 
threatened  and  endangered 
species  (T  and  E)t  and  to  a 
lesser  amount,  with 
others.  This  overemphasis 
of  effort  on  the  T  and  Es 
may  lead  to  some  significant 
Impacts  to  other  major 
segments  of  this  fragile 
desert  ecosystem. 

94  3  The  continued  monitoring  of 

wildlife  populations  during 
the  project  should  be  done 
in  conjunction  with  the 
state  wildlife  agency,  since 
they  consider  the  long-term 
perspective  In  wildlife 
management,  have  the  exper¬ 
tise  on  staff  and  possess 
the  past  records  on  wildlife 
populations  In  the  project 
area. 

10  2  3-4  Describing  the  Impacts  to 

springs  and  seeps  as  tempor¬ 
ary  during  the  construction 
phase  Is  an  extreme  simpli¬ 
fication.  The  limiting 
environmental  factor  for 
many  desert  wildlife  popula¬ 
tions  Is  water.  Reduction 
or  elimination  of  flows  at 
springs  and  seeps  may  cause 
"temporary”  Impacts  to  the 
aquifer,  but  have  very  per¬ 
manent  effects  on  the  wild¬ 
life  associated  with  that 
water  source. 

12  2  2  Revegetation  of  disturbed 

areas  from  this  project  may 
become  more  momaaental  than 
expected  tail  ess  prodigious 
efforts  are  made  during  the 
project.  Variable  and 
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14  4-5 


15  2  5 


17  1  1 


17  5 


19  1-3 


limited  rainfall  coupled 
wtth  cyclonic  winds  In  these 
desert  erees  makes  revegeta¬ 
tion  and  erosion  control 
more  than  Just  a  factor  in 
good  construction  prac¬ 
tices.  Loss  of  the  limited 
topsoil  In  the  project  area 
may  push  revegetation  times 
from  50  years  to  millennia. 

Discussion  of  air  quality 
Impacts  to  Milford  by  the 
Milford  OB  seems  to  be 
missing  from  this  section. 

All  other  Utah  OBs  are 
mentioned. 

Wind  energy  soirees  should 
be  seriously  considered  in 
these  West  Desert  valleys. 
Average  annual  wlndspeed  may 
make  this  a  feasible  alter¬ 
native  energy  source. 

Comparison  of  unquantified 
energy  resource  development 
Impacts  with  the  full  basing 
Impacts  to  vegetation  is 
rather  a  fallacious  compari¬ 
son.  The  latter  may  Impact 
250  square  miles  of  vegeta¬ 
tion  while  the  only  current 
energy  development  in  the 
West  Desert  Is  IPP. 

Again,  we  note  that  natural 
recovery  of  vegetation  may 
take  more  than  40  years,  and 
might  not  occur  at  all  with¬ 
out  a  comprehensive  revege¬ 
tation  program  during  and 
after  construction. 

Probably  the  most  signifi¬ 
cantly  affected  big  game 
species  In  the  project  area 
will  be  the  pronghorn  ante¬ 
lope.  Key  habitats  for  this 
animal  are  located  through¬ 
out  most  of  the 


PAGE 


PARAGRAPH  SENTENCE 


COMMENT 


DDA.  Comments  on  acreages 
affected  by  roads,  road 
■arglns.  bunkers.  OBs.  etc., 
are  specious  and  do  not  ade¬ 
quately  reflect  the 
sweeping  Impacts  from  this 
project.  The  potential 
exists  here  for  entire  herd 
groups  and  possibly  whole 
herds  to  be  wiped  out  by 
this  project.  Minimizing 
and  Mitigating  these  losses 
will  require  extensive 
efforts.  This  could  best  be 
done  by  direct  contractual 
work  with  the  state  wildlife 
agency  to  provide  biological 
data  to  detail  the  problems, 
and  Increase  the  numbers  of 
enforcement  personnel  to 
protect  the  recovery  pro¬ 
grams  when  completed. 

22  The  Utah  desert  bighorn 

transplant  program.  Issued 
January  1979,  shows  the 
following  West  Desert  moun¬ 
tains  as  planned  for  trans¬ 
plants:  Wah  Wah  Mountains, 
House  Range,  Pine  Valley 
Mountains,  Mineral  Range, 
Confusion  Range,  Frisco 
Mountains,  Sheeprock  Moun¬ 
tains,  Silver  Island  Range, 
Lakeside  Mountains,  Stans- 
bury  Island  and  the  Dugway 
Range.  We  note  that  the 
Utah  transplant  program  Is 
not  mentioned  anywhere  In 
this  document.  This  program 
will  definitely  be  Impacted 
by  this  project. 

24  Comments  In  this  section 

reflect  a  lack  of  under¬ 
standing  of  the  current 
status  of  the  Utah  prairie 
dog  (UPD)  and  the  efforts 
necessary  to  re-establish  a 
colony.  Approxlmatley  four 
UPD  colonies  have  been  re- 
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27  3 


28  2 


51  4 


established  In  the  Utah  DDA 
with  great  efforts  by  teams 
of  biologists  and  simmer 
crews.  These  colonies  are 
still  only  nuclei,  and  as 
such  are  sensitive  to  dis¬ 
turbance.  Impact  levels 
should  not  be  considered 
small  just  because  these 
populations  are  small.  Any 
Impacts  to  these  colonies 
that  might  affect  their 
populations  and  lessen  their 
survival  would  be  a  critical 
or  very  significant  Impact. 

Any  reduction  In  fishing 
recreation  opportunities 
should  be  offset  with  In¬ 
creases  In  plantings,  hatch¬ 
ery  production  and/or  con¬ 
servation  pool  purchases. 
Funding  for  this  would  have 
to  come  from  Impact  mitiga¬ 
tion  funds. 

It  Is  disturbing  to  see  the 
old  argument  of  total  road 
access  to  every  possible  bit 
of  ground  surface.  While 
this  Is  a  section  on  wilder¬ 
ness,  It  should  be  pointed 
out  that  some  wildlife 
species  need  wilderness 
(roadless)  settings  to  sur¬ 
vive.  Other  species  need 
undisturbed  areas  for  por¬ 
tions  of  their  life  cycles; 
without  this  factor  they 
will  be  greatly  diminished 
or  worse. 

Add  that  powerllne  construc¬ 
tion  will  be  done  In  such  a 
way  as  to  almost  eliminate 
raptor  mortalities.  This 
could  be  accomplished  by 
Installing  large  (138  KV) 
and  small  (25  KV)  lines  at 
least  one-quarter  mile  away 
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from  w*11  traveled  public 
roads  to  reduce  shootings, 
and  by  proper  configuration 
on  powerpoles  to  reduce  the 
chance  of  electrocutions. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the 
25  KV  configuration  shown 
(ETR  24,  page  45)  is  not  of 
the  proper  configuration  and 
should  be  changed.  The 
spacing  between  the  "sky 
pin"  and  the  eight-foot  bar 
should  be  at  least  42  Inches 
to  protect  large  raptors 
such  as  eagles. 

56  3  Loss  of  water  locations 

would  reduce  AUMs  for  live¬ 
stock  and  wildlife.  Water 
sources  in  the  West  Desert 
limit  distributions  of  both 
livestock  and  wildlife. 

58  1  1  This  analysis  falls  to  take 

into  account  the  other  re¬ 
source  developments  in  Utah 
which  will  tax  available 
recreation  facilities  before 
MX  Is  even  built,  i.e.,  IPP, 
Pine  Grove  Molybdenum,  geo¬ 
thermal  development,  etc.. 

65  4  The  same  Impacts  should  be 

placed  in  the  wildlife  sec¬ 
tion  because  archeological 
sites,  camping  facilities 
and  wildlife  concentrations 
are  all  found  near  water 
sources  in  the  desert; 
significant  Indirect  Impacts 
will  result  from  construc¬ 
tion  camp  proximity. 

1-2  3  5  The  word  this  is  misspelled. 

1-16  5  3  A  dust  sippressant  (pallia¬ 

tive)  Is  first  mentioned 
here  and  then  again  several 
times  In  other  chapters. 

Some  concern  exists  as  to 
the  chemical  composition  of 
this  palliative  since  it  is 
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1-25  5  1 


1-26  1  1 


1-32  7  1 

1-61  partial  1 


Implied  later  that  It  could 
"contaminate*  surface 
maters*  Since  6200  miles  of 
dirt  cluster  roads  are  elng 
considered  In  this  project, 
me  are  then  talking  about 
huge  quantl titles  of  a 
chemical  with  irrecognlzed 
toxic  effects  In  the  biolo¬ 
gical  cycle. 

The  possibility  of  60  long- 
range  radar  sites  on  topo¬ 
graphically  elevated  loca¬ 
tions  presents  some  hazards 
to  raptors  that  may  use 
these  sites  for  nesting  If 
they  contain  cliffs. 

Commercial  transmission  line 
power  sources  will  go  to  120 
power  distribution  centers 
which  will  mean  a  great  many 
135  KV  and  25  KV  power- 
poles.  To  prevent  excessive 
losses  to  electrocutions  on 
the  smaller  poles,  raptor 
guidelines  must  be  followed 
as  mentioned  earlier. 

The  word  ordinance  Is  mis¬ 
spelled. 

Again,  we  must  note  that 
while  the  Tier  1  MX  DEIS  is 
massive,  the  Tier  2  docu¬ 
ments  (which  will  determine 
the  actual  level  of  Impacts 
to  wildlife)  will  only  be 
EAs,  and  their  main  thrust 
will  be  to  determine  whether 
any  significant  new  Impacts 
have  been  found.  Ne  look 
forward  to  reviewing  the 
documents  that  will  give 
details  on  the  mitigation 
procedures  and  detail  the 
plans  being  considered.  The 
state  wildlife  agency  will 
be  acutely  Interested  In 
this  Information  and  should 
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Figure  2 


Table  2. 


Figure  2 
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2-14  2 


.1-4  2-17 


1-5  2-18 

2-59  3  4-5 


2-3  2-62 

.2-1 


2-67  4  5 


be  Involved  In  formulating 
It. 

This  section  would  be  a  good 
place  to  mention  the  habitat 
ranking  system  used  and  Its 
location  In  the  technical 
reports. 

The  legend  Is  In  error.  Is 
It  to  be  presumed  that  the 
"study  area"  Is  supposed  to 
be  light  grey?  Also,  what 
are  the  red  areas? 

See  comment  p.  2-17. 

Suddenly  we  are  confronted 
with  square  nautical  miles 
after  many  pages  and  tables 
of  square  miles  and  acres. 
This  should  be  changed  to 
statute  miles  to  be  consis¬ 
tent  with  the  rest  of  the 
chapters. 

Units  of  measure  on  this 
table  are  a  confusing  mix  of 
statute  miles,  nautical 
miles  and  acres. 

The  pali?  green  markings  on 
this  (and  other)  figures  is 
very  difficult  to  read. 

More  contrasting  colors 
would  have  helped.  The  DDA 
background  color  obliterates 
so  much  of  the  map  that  it 
confuses  the  reviewer. 

It  Is  mentioned  In  this 
paragraph  (and  several  more 
times  In  the  text)  that  no 
water  Is  planned  for  revege¬ 
tation.  Without  It,  it  Is 
admitted  that  revegetation 
could  take  40  years. 

Treated  wastewater  should  be 
considered  for  such  uses, 
especially  In  areas  with 
high  erosion  potential. 
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2-102  2 


2-103  5 


2-103  6 


2-104  4 


2-105  2 


The  proposed  project  list  In 
this  paragraph  should  be 
updated.  Four  of  the  pro¬ 
jects  are  operational,  one 
Is  nearing  completion  and, 
another  Is  birring  large 
components  and  starting 
construction— they  are  no 
longer  “proposed." 

1  The  end  of  this  sentence  Is 
confusing.  Suggest  changing 
It  to  "...and  fish-fished, 
hunted,  and  observed  by 
man." 

3  If  fish  and  wildlife  cur¬ 

rently  on  BLM  lands  are  to 
remain  stable,  then  some 
(such  as  mule  deer)  would  be 
doing  so  at  extremely  low 
population  levels.  The  Utah 
Division  of  Wildlife  Resour¬ 
ces  has  provided  the  BLM 
with  long-term  stable  popu¬ 
lation  level  figures  for  all 
big  game  species  and  these 
should  be  used  as  a  basis 
for  comments  such  as  found 
In  this  paragraph. 

2  Maintenance  of  the  "status 
quo"  with  Imperiled  species 
should  not  be  the  goal  of 
any  Impact  assessment. 
Imperiled  species  are 
usually  on  the  knife-edge  of 
survival  and  keeping  them 
there  only  prolongs  the 
Inevitable.  Only  active 
programs  to  Improve  their 
status  through  habitat 
preservation  and  species 
management  should  be  consi¬ 
dered. 

2  It  would  be  more  Instructive 

to  give  the  acreage  of  wild¬ 
erness  being  considered  In 
the  region,  compare  that  to 
the  acreage  In  the  region  or 
the  states  of  Utah  and 
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2-106  2  3 


2-210  2  1 


2-115  4  3 


2-121  partial  1 

2-121  3  2 


Nevada  Instead  of  using  an 
Instlgatory  phrase  like  "the 
size  of  Delaware." 

Again ,  this  should  be  up¬ 
dated  to  show  that  Continen¬ 
tal  Line  Is  operating, 
Martin-Marietta  Is  nearing 
conpletlon  and  IPP  Is  ac¬ 
tively  In  the  construction 
phase. 

Include  a  reference  to  ETR 
24  (page  13)  for  an  explana¬ 
tion  of  what  electric  re¬ 
gions  27,  28,  and  30  In¬ 
clude. 

Reference  Is  made  In  this 
section  to  a  local  water 
table  decline  or  a  cone  of 
depression  around  an  active 
water  well.  Tests  and 
computer  projections  at  the 
Alton  Coal  Fields  show  this 
to  be  as  bad  as  six  feet  at 
ten  miles  after  several 
years.  Is  this  the  Impact 
possible  with  this  pro¬ 
ject?  If  so,  mitigation 
efforts  and  monitoring  for 
wildlife  will  have  to  be 
expanded. 

There  Is  a  typographical 
error. 

The  term  "moderate  Impacts" 
to  hydrologic  sdbunlts  Is 
used  In  relation  to  long¬ 
term  Impacts.  Thirty  plus 
years  of  puaplng  In  already 
depressed  aquifers  has  got 
to  have  long-term  (50 
years?)  impacts  such  as 
settling  or  permanent  ces¬ 
sation  of  flows  to  some 
springs.  Mater  sources  In 
the  Mest  Desert  of  Utah  are 
a  limiting  factor  and  loss 
of  any  nwber  of  them  could 
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Section  2-127-128 
2.3.6 


2-127  4 


2-127  5 


be  critical  to  wildlife  and 
livestock. 

One  factor  that  Is  Inade 
qua  tel y  covered  Is  the  rela¬ 
tion  of  highway  Mortality  to 
antelope  populations.  A 
Mineral  processing  plant 
recently  constructed  In  the 
West  Desert  of  Utah  caused  a 
tripling  of  the  highway 
Mortality  for  a  small  ante¬ 
lope  herd  unit  by  Interfer¬ 
ing  with  the  normal  herd 
moveMents.  Similar  and  even 
More  widespread  herd  move¬ 
ment  disruptions  will  occur 
with  MX  construction.  Speed 
limit  reductions  In  migra¬ 
tion  areas  are  one  means  of 
controlling  this  factor. 

It  Is  possible  that  the  five 
factors  mentioned  In  this 
paragraph  could  greatly 
reduce  long-term  Impacts  to 
antelope,  but  without  being 
carefully  coordinated  with 
the  state  wildlife  agency, 
these  efforts  will  be  less 
effective. 

No  mention  Is  made  of  the 
four  antelope  guzzlers  con¬ 
structed  In  the  Shauntee 
Hills  by  the  Utah  Division 
of  Wildlife  Resources  In  the 
early  1970s.  These  water 
structures  have  greatly 
aided  the  Increase  In  the 
antelope  herd  In  this 
area.  The  Milford  OB  site 
will  destroy  their  effec¬ 
tiveness  and  usefulness 
almost  entirely.  The  extir¬ 
pation  of  antelope  from  the 
Milford  OB  (ETR  15,  page  62) 
Is  considered  a  likely 
result  of  construction  and 
himan  activities  In  the 
area.  The  aforementioned 
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1 


guzzlers  will  then  have  lost 
their  fwctlon  completely, 
and  their  loss  will  have  to 
be  mitigated. 

It  would  be  more  adequate  to 
say  that  the  other  Utah 
pronghorn  antelope  popula¬ 
tions  potentially  could  be 
significantly  reduced  during 
the  construction  phase  of 
the  MX  project. 

The  Impacts  to  sage  grouse 
will  be  less  obvious  than  to 
pronghorn  antelope,  with 
most  of  the  effects  being 
Indirect.  Leks  and  brooding 
grounds  In  areas  surrounding 
the  Milford  and  Beryl  OBs 
will  have  Increased  disturb¬ 
ance  from  ORVs  and  himan 
activities,  which  will 
result  In  reduced  natal¬ 
ity.  Reduced  populations 
will  lead  to  reductions  in 
the  legal  hinting  season 
take  and  reduce  recreation 
opportunities.  The  sugges¬ 
ted  Increased  policing  of 
ORVs  and  hinting  can  only  be 
accomplished  If  outside 
funding  becomes  available  to 
the  state  wildlife  agency. 
Current  funding  restraints 
have  not  allowed  any  new 
Utah  conservation  officer 
positions  to  be  added  In  the 
last  ten  years  despite  a 
virtual  doifcllng  of  the 
offlcer-to-1 Icensed- 
recreatlonal-user  ratio. 
Further,  rapid  population 
Increases  can  only  worsen 
this  situation. 

While  no  currently  active 
bighorn  sheep  habitat  Is 
near  the  Milford  OB  or  even 
the  Beryl  OB,  many  of  the 
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Section  2.3.10 


Nest  Desert  mo  vital n  ranges 
•re  listed  fbr  future  trans- 
plants.  The  Ueh  Hah  Moun¬ 
tains  were  being  considered 
for  one  of  the  first  rein¬ 
troductions  of  desert  big¬ 
horns  concurrent  with  their 
listing  as  a  proposed  BLM 
wilderness  area.  Hater  is  a 
Halting  factor  on  the 
summer  range  for  these 
proposed  transplants,  and 
possibly  some  of  the  mitiga¬ 
tion  for  the  Irreversible 
and  Irretrievable  habitat 
unit  losses  for  antelope  can 
be  applied  to  these  desert 
bighorns  through  water 
source  development  and 
transplant  funding. 

While  It  may  be  true  that 
the  DTN  and  missile  shelters 
are  not  planned  on  top  of 
any  prairie  dog  colonies, 
and  this  document  attests 
that  no  direct  Impacts  will 
result  to  the  colonies,  this 
Is  (In  reality)  very  un¬ 
likely.  Construction  wor¬ 
kers  are  not  known  for  their 
ability  to  discriminate 
between  "squirrels"  and 
"dogs."  One  piece  of  heavy 
construction  or  eerthmoving 
equipment  passing  through 
one  of  the  several  fragile, 
recently  re-established 
colonies  could  cause  consi¬ 
derable  direct  damage.  For 
colonies  to  survive  the 
direct  and  Indirect  Impacts 
of  the  construction  phase  of 
this  project,  considerable 
management  efforts  will  have 
to  be  made.  Another  Indi¬ 
rect  Impact  that  has  not 
been  addressed  thoroughly 
are  the  possible  effects  of 
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Section  2.3.35 


the  dust  palliative  that 
will  be  so  extensively  used 
on  the  dirt  roads  of  this 
project.  This  question  has 
not  been  addressed  and  must 
be  considered  early  In  this 
project.  Prairie  dogs 
cannot  be  easily  moved  and 
are  greatly  restricted  In 
their  home  range.  Contam¬ 
ination  of  the  soil  or 
vegetation  within  this  range 
could  eliminate  the  colon¬ 
ies.  The  re-establishment 
of  these  delicate  nuclei 
colonies  In  Pine  Valley  was 
accomplished  over  the  last 
few  years  at  great  effort 
and  expense.  Mltlglgatlon 
of  any  Impacts  to  these 
animals  will  be  complicated 
and  lengthy. 

Water  project  developments 
for  livestock  will  also 
affect  wildlife.  Tanks  and 
troughs  must  be  engineered 
to  allow  access  and  prevent 
drownlngs.  Simple  additions 
like  floating  covers  on  open 
tanks  reduce  evaporation  and 
provide  safe  landings  for 
birds  while  preventing 
drownlngs.  Separate  wild¬ 
life  water  sources  need  to 
be  provided  In  some  areas 
where  livestock  water  sour¬ 
ces  are  left  dry  at  the  end 
of  the  grazing  season. 
Failure  to  do  this  can 
result  In  the  death  of 
wildlife  populations  that 
become  dependent  on  the 
livestock  water  sources. 

Quarry  and  pit  development 
for  construction  materials 
Is  usually  done  In  foothill 
areas.  In  the  West  Desert 
of  Utah,  these  areas  are 
often  winter  ranges  for  deer 
and  elk,  and  fawning  areas 
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for  antelope.  Raptors  often 
use  cliff  areas  In  these 
foothills  for  nest  sites  and 
thus  construction  Material 
sites  Must  have  very  de¬ 
tailed  EAs  done  on  them  to 
assure  the  least  Impact 
possible. 

2-160  2  2  While  the  direct  Impacts  to 

antelope  would  be  similar 
between  Milford  and  Beryl 
OBs,  with  no  “key"  habitat 
being  lost.  It  should  be 
noted  that  key  habitats 
(winter  range,  fawning 
areas,  etc.)  have  not  been 
well -Identified,  so  their 
loss  will  not  be  noted  imtll 
populations  decline  from 
unknown  causes .  Antelope 
are  a  mobile  species  that 
adapt  to  small  changes  In 
habitat  conditions.  Storm 
patterns  In  the  West  Desert 
can  cause  greatly  different 
spring  green-up  In  one 
portion  of  a  drainage  basin 
and  not  In  another.  The 
antelope  will  move  to  the 
Improved  range  If  no  barrier 
exists.  Thus,  In  one  year, 
antelope  may  be  absent  from 
one  part  of  their  range.  We 
assune  that  limited  observa¬ 
tions  of  this  type  have 
resulted  In  the  disrupted 
distributions  shown  In 
Figures  3.2.26-2,  A. 3. 1.6-1, 
4. 3. 1.6-2,  4. 3. 1.6-8,  and 
ETR  15,  Figures  1.3. 2. 1-1, 

1.3. 2. 1- 2,  1.3. 2. 1-2  (sic), 

1.3. 2. 1- 4,  1.3. 2. 1-6,  -8  and 
-9.  The  actual  year-long 
range  distribution  for 
pronghorn  antelope  includes 
the  entire  Escalante  Desert 
north  of  the  railroad  tracks 
from  Modena  to  Milford. 

This  data  was  presented  to 
HDR 
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consultants  by  the  Southern 
Regional  Office  of  the  Utah 
Division  of  Wildlife  Resour¬ 
ces  but  has  not  been  used  in 
this  report.  This  distribu¬ 
tion  data  ms  collected  from 
data  by  biologists  with  up 
to  15  years  of  experience  in 
the  field  of  studying  ante¬ 
lope  In  the  West  Desert  of 
Utah.  Also  In  the  para¬ 
graph,  we  note  that  now  the 
changes  to  antelope  In  Pine, 
Hah  Hah,  Hamblin,  etc.,  are 
referred  to  as  "highly 
Impacted"  »d»ereas,  on  page 
2-127  they  were  just  "being 
reduced."  Possibly  as 
studies  on  this  project 
continue,  the  actual  magni¬ 
tude  of  the  Impacts  to  ante¬ 
lope  will  be  shown. 

3. 13  5  1  The  comment  that  phreato- 

phytes  are  a  source  of  water 
loss  from  the  Great  Basin  is 
both  misleading  and  errone¬ 
ous.  Plants  of  this  type 
absorb  their  water  directly 
from  permanent  supplies  In 
the  ground,  l.e.,  along 
stream  banks,  seeps  and 
marshes.  These  areas  are 
usually  termed  riparian 
areas  and  serve  a  very 
positive  function  which  Is 
not  mentioned  here.  Ripar¬ 
ian  habitats  In  the  West 
Desert  of  Utah  support  a 
rich  and  varied  assemblage 
of  plants  and  animals. 
Productivity  of  these  areas 
Is  higher  than  any  of  the 
surrounding  habitat  types. 
These  areas  are  very  scarce 
and  the  loss  or  reduction  of 
any  of  them  would  be  a 
severe  Impact. 
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The  town  Cove  Fort  1 s  ml  s 
spelled. 


COMMENT 


Table  3.2. 


Table  3.2. 


» 


FACE 


PARAGRAPH  SENTENCE 


3-65  2  4  The  diversity  of  reptiles  Is 

More  likely  low  because  of 
the  lack  of  diversity  In 
niches  present  In  the  Great 
Basin  valleys.  Reptiles  are 
not  protected  species  In  the 
State  of  Utah.  Reptile 
species  are  most  diverse 
around  riparian  zones  for 
the  reasons  Mentioned  previ¬ 
ously.  Some  species  In 
these  very  limited  habitats, 
such  as  the  mow  tain  king- 
snake,  are  classed  by  Utah 
as  sensitive  species  and 
given  special  protection. 
Snakes  In  the  study  area 
retreat  to  denning  areas  in 
the  winter  which  Is  an 
adaption  to  the  "low  mean 
annual  temperature"  men¬ 
tioned  In  the  paragraph. 

The  use  of  hlbernacul  urns 
merely  shortens  the  active 
or  growing  season  for  rep¬ 
tiles  rather  than  limiting 
species  diversity.  Reptile 
dens  are  also  protected  by 
Utah  law  from  disturbance  or 
distruction. 


2.6- 1  3.66  The  mowtaln  klngsnake  is 

also  found  within  the  study 
area  associated  w*th  ripar¬ 
ian  zones  as  is  t  very 
common  western  garter  snake 
and  should  be  added  to  the 
list  of  snakes.  The  Utah 
Division  of  Wildlife  Resour¬ 
ces  has  prepared  comprehen¬ 
sive  vertebrate  species 
lists  which  are  available 
and  should  have  been  used  in 
preparing  this  DEIS. 

2.6- j  Under  rodents,  the  genus  of 

the  porcupine  Is  mis 
spelled.  Under  carnivores, 
the  specific  name  of  the 
grey  fox  Is  misspelled. 
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3-68  1  1  Pheasant  are  probably  the 

most  popular  inland  game 
bird  In  Millard  County  but 
were  not  Included,  nor  are 
any  Management  practices  or 
Mitigation.  Pheasants  will 
be  greatly  iMpacted  by  the 
urbanization  of  the  Delta 
area.  Increased  hunting 
pressure  and  habitat  loss. 

3-74  4  3  It  Is  Incorrect  not  say  that 

"Many"  peregrine  falcons 
nest  in  the  very  eastern 
portion  of  the  study  area. 
More  correctly,  one  could 
say  that  a  very  few  isolated 
pairs  do  nest  just  outside 
the  eastern  portion  of  the 
study  area.  This  Is  an 
Incomplete  list  of  protected 
reptiles,  which  should 
Include  the  Utah  mountain 
klngsnake,  milk  snake  and 
other  reptiles  from  the 
Beaver  Dam  Slope  area. 

Figure  3. 2. 2.6-3  An  elk  management  {hunting) 

unit  Is  located  between  U.S. 
Highway  6  and  Interstate  15 
In  Juab  County.  This  unit 
Is  presently  hunted  with  a 
limited  number  of  permits 
issued.  This  was  not  out¬ 
lined. 

Elk  also  ar*  found  on  the 
Pahvant  Montalns  east  of 
Fillmore  In  Millard  County 
and  in  the  Clear  Creek  Area 
of  Beaver  County.  These 
areas  have  also  not  been 
outlined. 

Bighorn  sheep  (presumed  to 
be  desert)  transplant  sites 
are  only  shown  In  Nevada  and 
not  for  Utah. 


Figure  3.2.2.6-5 


PAGE  PARAGRAPH 

Figure  3. 2. 2. 6-6 


Figure  3.2.2.8-2 

Figure  3. 2. 3.6-1 
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This  map,  which  Is  again 
hard  to  read  with  the  poorly 
contrasting  colors,  falls  to 
show  Sevier  Lake  as  a  water- 
fowl  use  area.  In  fact,  It 
would  help  considerably  If 
large  geographic  features 
such  as  Sevier  Lake  were 
located  on  the  Utah/Nevada 
base  naps  to  help  orient  the 
reviewer. 

Distribution  should  be 
greatly  expanded.  Roost 
sites  are  known  at  Black 
Rock  Ranch  and  two  sites  are 
known  at  Greenwood. 

The  pipeline  shown  In  this 
figure  Is  only  proposed  and 
should  be  labeled  as  such. 
The  reference  In  the  text  to 
this  pipeline  (page  3-152) 
also  refers  to  a  similar 
proposed  pipeline  near  Ely, 
but  It  is  not  shown. 

1  Big  game  hutting  Is  regula¬ 

ted  for  antelope,  bighorn 
sheep,  and  cow  elk  on  most 
elk  wits  and  unlimited 
ninber  of  buck  deer  tags 
Issued. 

Mowtaln  lion  harvest  data 
Is  available  from  the  Utah 
Division  of  Wildlife 
Resources. 

Data  Is  available  on 
waterfowl  In  Utah.  The  Utah 
data  for  this  table  was 
never  requested  from  the 
Utah  Division  of  Wildlife 
Resources.  It  Is  easily 
avail afeH  *rom  1970  through 
1980.  fhv  data  for  1978  is 
shown  below: 


^Source:  Utah  DWR,  1981. 


♦This  figure  Includes  combined  hunts  which  also  got 
24,978  geese. 
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Figure  3. 2. 3. 9-3  The  current  Indian  Peaks 

Wildlife  Management  Area  Is 
shown  as  the  former  Indian 
Peaks  Reservation.  Former 
reservations  are  not  listed 
on  the  legend  and  no  other 
"former"  reservation  lands 
are  listed;  this  Is  Incon¬ 
sistent. 

3-357  2  4  The  word  centers  Is  mis¬ 

spelled. 

3-367  6  1  The  statement  Is  errone¬ 

ous.  A  remnant  herd  of 
antelope  exists  In  Coyote 
Wash  (Kane  County)  about  12 
miles  from  the  Utah/Arizona 
border.  The  herd  segment  at 
Beryl  Is  part  of  the  South¬ 
west  Desert  antelope  herd. 

It  Is  properly  Identified  as 
such  elsewhere  In  the  docu¬ 
ment. 

3-367  7  3  Even  closer  fishing  oppor¬ 

tunities  than  Mlnersvllle 
Reservoir  exist  at  Newcastle 
Reservoir,  Upper  and  Lower 
Enterprise  Reservoirs,  Baker 
Reservoir,  the  Santa  Clara 
River  and  Its  adjacent 
reservoirs. 
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3-380  5 


3-434  2 


3-434  2 


While  held  eagles  do  not 
nest  In  the  Beryl  08  area 
and  no  bald  eagle  roosts 
have  (as  yet)  been  Identi¬ 
fied,  winter  Migrants  use 
this  area  for  hunting  and 
nunerous  sitings  are  docu- 
mented.  Bald  eagles  using 
the  Rush  Lake  roost  (up  to 
36  this  winter)  very  likely 
hunt  In  the  Escalante  Desert 
area.  This  Is  easily  within 
their  hunting  range. 

No  mention  Is  made  of  the 
Iron  County  Ambulance  Ser¬ 
vice  which  consists  of 
five  ambulances  and  Is 
manned  by  volunteer  emer¬ 
gency  medical  technicians. 

1  The  mule  deer  found  In  the 

Drum  and  Little  Drum  Moun¬ 
tains  are  from  a  unique 
winter/spring  migration 
movement  of  200-300  mule 
deer  across  possibly  four 
desert  mountain  ranges. 

Only  fragmentary  data  exist 
so  far  on  this  migration 
pattern  and  further  work 
needs  to  be  contracted  to 
the  Utah  Division  of  Wild¬ 
life  Resources  on  this 
unique  phenomenon*  before 
some  large  project  disrupts 
It.  The  DTN  shown  on  Figure 
3.4.3.3-1  (page  3-449) 
appears  to  cross  this  migra¬ 
tion  corridor  and  could 
Impact  It. 

1  Mule  deer  are  even  more 

abundant  10  miles  east  of 
Delta  on  the  Oak  Creek  Moun¬ 
tains  (Deer  Herd  Unit  53) 
and  on  the  Pahvant  Mountains 
(Deer  Herd  Units  54  and  55) 
southeast  of  Delta  30 
miles.  Although  out  of  the 
AOA,  units  53,  54  and  55 
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3-434  2 


3-434  4 


3-434  4 


will  be  greatly  l^acted  by 
butter  pressure. 

3  The  Gwnlson  Bend  Reservoir 

and  the  entire  Sevier  River 
drainage  Is  used  extensively 
by  waterfowl  In  the  Delta 
area.  The  extensive  use  by 
waterfowl  (particularly 
geese)  has  not  been  well 
doc u«en ted,  nor  have  the 
nueber  of  waterfowl, 
hinter/days  or  loss  of 
habitat. 

Not  Included  are  the  elk 
presently  found  on  the 
Tlntlc  Range,  Oak  Creek 
Mowttalns  and  Pahvant  Moun¬ 
tains  adjacent  to  the  Delta 
area  and  on  the  Beaver 
Mointalns  east  of  Beaver. 

The  Impact  of  hinting  pres¬ 
sure  and  potential  poaching 
has  also  nc:  been  addressed. 

Despite  the  fact  that  phea¬ 
sant  hinting  Is  a  major 
recreation  activity  In 
Millard  Cointy,  the  Impacts 
have  not  been  considered, 
nor  have  any  mitigation  been 
considered. 

5  A  peregrine  falcon  winter 

sighting  has  been  reported 
east  of  Fillmore  by  state 
wildlife  personnel,  which 
confirms  that  this  area  Is  a 
winter  migration  corridor. 

3  Bald  eagle  roost  sites  have 

been  reported  by  state  wild¬ 
life  personnel  at  Black  Rock 
and  two  separate  locations 
at  Greenwood.  Bald  eagle 
sightings  have  been  reported 
throughout  the  Delta  area 
with  continued  sightings 
along  Utah  State  Route  26 
from  McComick  to  Delta  and 
In  the  Clear  Lake  area. 
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3-485  1  1 


3-491  4  1 


3-491  6  1 


3-506  4  2 


There  seem  to  be  an  error 
In  the  analysis  assuring 
that  the  Milford  OB  Is 
entirely  In  Beaver  Couity . 
Over  half  of  the  layout  area 
of  the  OB  Is  In  Iron  County* 
with  Major  access  roads 
leading  Into  Iron  County  and 
Cedar  City. 

The  Milford  OB  Is  not  just 
In  antelope  range.  It  sits 
In  the  Middle  of  key  habitat 
(as  shown  by  the  DEIS)  and 
Is  an  Intensively  Managed 
area.  A  series  of  antelope 
guzzlers  were  constructed  In 
the  Shawtee  Hills  above  the 
actual  DAA  community  center 
site,  and  their  effective¬ 
ness  will  be  destroyed  by 
this  project. 

The  two  bald  eagle  winter 
roosts  should  be  mentioned 
as  the  only  ones  located  so 
far.  A  very  large  roost  at 
Rush  Lake,  which  has  up  to 
36  birds  In  It,  Is  found 
only  six  miles  southeast  of 
the  layout  boundary.  Also, 
the  nearest  Utah  prairie  dog 
colony  Is  not  In  Pine  Val¬ 
ley,  but  In  the  southern  end 
of  the  Wah  Wah  Mountains, 
only  about  seven  miles  from 
the  layout  boundary  and  very 
close  to  the  DTN. 

While  the  Little  Sahara 
Recreation  Area  Is  the 
nearest  developed  dine  area, 
a  large  and  recent  dine  area 
exists  north  of  Milford 
along  Highway  257  In  the 
Beaver  River  drainage.  This 
area  is  much  closer  to  the 
Milford  OB,  and  will  very 
likely  be  used  and  Impacted. 
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4-11  4 


4-23  1 

4-23  3 


4-23-25 


4  No  mter  usage  has  been 

planned  for  revegetation. 
Wastewater  production  has 
hardly  been  addressed  and 
yet  It  may  serve  as  a  pos¬ 
sible  mter  source  for 
revegetation  and  wildlife 
habitat  enhancement.  The 
DDAs  and  OBs  will  have  to 
have  wastewater  treatment 
plants.  If  lined  evapora¬ 
tion  ponds  are  used,  they 
can  be  set  up  In  a  series  so 
that  vegetative  growth  can 
be  allowed  In  the  first 
ones,  with  the  last  being  a 
strict  evaporation  unit. 
These  ponds  (If  protected) 
would  offer  waterfowl  and 
other  wildlife  habitat. 

This  technique  has  been  user4 
In  many  other  parts  of  the 
country. 

3  Add  that  both  the  hunan  and 

natural  environment  would  be 
affected. 

3  Hydraulic  responses  to  MX 

withdrawals  that  Include 
stream  flow  reductions  and 
land  subsidence  are  of  great 
concern.  The  severity  of 
the  Impact  of  spring  flow 
disruption  has  been  men¬ 
tioned.  Land  subsidence 
represents  another  Impact 
which  could  disturb  wknown 
acreages.  If  mter  tables 
are  reduced  as  on  the  Alton 
Coal  Fields,  the  cone  of 
depression  could  extend  for 
miles  and  dry  up  a  number  of 
springs. 

Note  again  the  use  of  the 
term  "phreatophyte  vegeta¬ 
tion."  This  paragraph  con¬ 
tinues  with  the  gross  mis¬ 
conception  that  In  order  to 
use  all  mter,  aquifers 


should  be  Intercepted 
(drilled  end  pwped)  so  that 
water  does  not  rifi  on  the 
ground  and  Mill  not  be 
lasted."  Unding  any  cre¬ 
dence  to  this  Incredible 
point  of  view  Is  on  par  with 
discussing  genocide  as  a 
means  of  population  con¬ 
trol.  natural  ground  water 
discharge  supports  riparian 
vegetation,  Mhlch  natural Ty 
supports  some  phreatophytl c 
vegetation.  In  the  West 
Desert,  these  areas  are 
extremely  rare  and  limited, 
and  need  protection.  Inter¬ 
ception  or  disruption  of 
riparian  water  sources  could 
result  In  the  death  of  the 
associated  biological  com¬ 
munities;  this  should  not  be 
treated  lightly.  It  is 
vital  that  all  springs, 
seeps  and  associated  ripar¬ 
ian  areas  be  identified  so 
that  Impacts  can  be  properly 
assessed.  Studies  should  be 
done  In  good  water  years  as 
well  as  poor  ones,  because 
some  water  sources  disappear 
during  low  water  years. 

A  time  frame  should  be 
Included;  revegetation  may 
take  30  to  100  years  after 
the  project  Is  decomls- 
sloned. 

Since  revegetation  Is  going 
to  become  such  a  major  pro¬ 
ject,  It  would  be  very  bene¬ 
ficial  to  establish  a  series 
of  vegetation  study  plots. 

Present  antelope  management 
In  Utah  has  significantly 
assisted  the  population 
recovery  of  this  spbdes 
into  much  of  Its  former 
range.  Analyzing  long-term 
habitat  loss  as  only  those 
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4-114  1 


4-114  2 


areas  directly  Involved  In 
construction  where  habitat 
Is  lost  Is  Inadequate  for 
two  reasons.  First,  the 
time  element  Involved  in 
"long-term  loss"  Is  not 
defined—  In  fact  revegeta¬ 
tion  estlnates  in  the  DEIS 
vary  fro*  30  to  over  100 
years.  The  analysis  that 
shows  an  eventual  total 
recovery  of  antelope  must 
Include  some  special  manage¬ 
ment  considerations  while 
vegetation  Is  being  re¬ 
established.  Secondly, 
limiting  habitat  loss  {and 
thus  mitigation)  to  direct 
Impacts  does  not  adequately 
allow  for  the  real  Impacts 
to  wildlife  populations  near 
large  projects.  Indirect 
Impacts  can  and  will  have 
far  greater  impacts  to 
wildlife  In  a  project  of 
this  size.  ORV  activity  and 
hunan  disturbance  effects 
will  extend  up  to  50  miles 
or  more  from  the  actual 
project  sites  to  Impact 
wildlife  populations. 

3-4  There  Is  concern  over  the 

possible  partitioning  of 
antelope  range  by  construc¬ 
tion  segments.  If  It  is  at 
all  possible,  this  should  be 
avoided.  This  raises  the 
specter  of  cutting  ar  mals 
off  from  several  wate-  sour¬ 
ces  or  a  major  forage  area, 
which  could  result  In  major 
population  reductions. 

As  recognized,  antelope  are 
totally  dependent  on  key 
water  sources.  Interruption 
of  these  can  become  an  abso- 
lute  limiting  factor.  Once 
major  water  withdrawals 
start,  monitoring  will  have 
to  commence  and  alternate 
emergency  water  sources 
(tank  trucks  and  troughs) 


a 


FACE 

4-122 


4-122 

4-122 


Figure  4.3. 1.7-1 
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2  2  Construction  of  trtlflclal 

water  sources  will  be  an 
excellent  Mitigation  Measure 
for  lost  water  soirees  In 
antelope  habitat  but  this 
would  take  weeks  or 
Months.  Ewergency,  tempor¬ 
ary  tanks  and  troughs  must 
be  available  to  quickly 
substitute  for  water  source 
losses. 

2  2-3  Critical  fawning  areas  need 

to  be  located  as  well  as  key 
habitat  areas. 

6  While  the  Beryl  OB  will  not 

directly  Impact  key  antelope 
habitat,  key  antelope  habi¬ 
tat  exists  just  two  miles 
northeast  and  will  be  tran¬ 
sected  by  the  DTN.  Also, 
while  the  Table  Butte  key 
habitat  area  Is  10  miles 
away,  any  activity  in  this 
area  could  cause  problems 
because  of  the  many  wildlife 
fencing  hazards  that  exist 
In  the  area.  Many  woven 
wire  and  5-6  strand  fences 
exist  In  the  area;  these  are 
total  barriers  to  antelope 
which  behavlorly  do  not 
junp.  Thus  activities  that 
force  the  antelope  into  this 
area  out  of  a  segment  of 
their  habitat  may  just  run 
them  Into  a  fence  which  they 
cannot  cross.  Also,  it 
should  be  noted  that  Table 
Butte  contains  a  number  of 
raptor  nests  Including  those 
of  golden  eagles  and  prairie 
falcons. 

This  figure  Is  difficult  to 
read  because  of  the  lack  of 
contrasting  colors  used  to 
designate  different  sage 
grouse  habitat. 
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■ust  be  available  fbr  1mm- 
didate  s  institution. 

Instead  of  say1ng..."hwt1ng 

laws" . suggest. .  ."state 

wildlife  regulations".... 
because  More  than  just  hun¬ 
ting  regulations  will  be 
Involved  in  wildlife  law 
enforcement  in  the  West 
Desert. 

1.  In  an  area  of  limited 
water  resources.  It  Is 
dointful  new  water  sources 
could  be  developed.  Guz¬ 
zlers  could  possibly  be 
constructed  if  funding  is 
made  available.  2.  Because 
of  the  land  patterns,  it 
would  be  difficult  to  con¬ 
trol  ORV  use.  3.  To  prohi¬ 
bit  possession  of  high  power 
rifles  and  other  firearms 
Is  probably  against  the  U.S. 
Constitution,  especially 
during  off-duty  hours.  4. 
Once  the  area  is  disturbed, 
the  area  Is  disturbed! 
Revegetation  may  take  years 
due  to  a  limited  rainfall. 

5.  At  the  present  time,  the 
state  wildlife  law  enforce¬ 
ment  section  is  imderstaffed 
and  positions  are  presently 
open  due  to  lack  of  funds. 

It  Is  foolish  to  believe. 

(at  the  present  manpower 
level)  that  the  wildlife 
regultlons  can  be  properly 
enforced. 

The  antelope  enhancement 
program  In  the  Shauntee 
Hills  (which  Included  the 
construction  of  four  guz¬ 
zlers)  will  be  totally 
disrupted  by  this  OB  being 
constructed. 
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4-151 

2 

3 

Strongly  recommend  the  al- 

- 

tentative  method  be  used  to 
avoid  disturbance  of  the 

breeding  activities.  The 
other  method  mentioned  would 

definitely  expose  the  sage 
grouse  to  unmanageable  dis¬ 
turbances  during  their 
breeding  period. 

> 

4-151 

3 

4 

If  pipelines  are  put  Into 

various  projects.  It  is 
quite  easy  to  construct 
small  tripod  covered  wild¬ 
life  ground-level  drinkers 
at  one-half  to  one-mile 

1 

Intervals  along  the  lines. 

They  will 

cons  line  very  little  water 

> 

yet  greatly  benefit  the 
wildlife  and  offset  other 

impacts. 

4-161 

1 

Again,  it  should  be  noted 
that  desert  bighorn  sheep 
transplants  were  scheduled 

In  Utah  during  the  1980s  for 
the  West  Desert  mouitains. 

► 

The  continuance  of  this 
program  along  with  the  MX 
project  will  require  close 
coordination  and  support. 

» 

4-183 

2 

10 

Implies  that  the  current 

Utah  prairie  dog  populations 

within  the  study  area  are 
"large  populations."  No¬ 
thing  could  be  more  Inaccu- 

> 

rate.  All  of  them  are  quite 
recent  transplants  to  old 
townsltes,  and  could  only  be 
described  as  marginal  or 
nuclei  populations  so  far. 

Their  survival  Is  a  matter 

> 

of  some  concern  to  the  Utah 

DWR  and  Is  an  Important  part 
of  our  ongoing  attempt  to 
get  eventual  down-listing  of 
thl s  mammal . 

) 

- 

• . -  —  - . 
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Figure  4-191 


4.3.1. 9-5 


Figure 

4.3.2.12-12 


4-657  4 


4-771  4 

4-773  1 


The  DTN  shown  not  only 
passes 

very  close  to  the  Indian 
Peaks  prairie  dog  colony 
site,  but  also  through  the 
Indian  Peaks  Wildlife  Man¬ 
agement  Area  (WMA)  Itself. 
The  impression  has  been 
given  In  this  study  that 
environmentally  sensitive 
areas  and  game  preserves  and 
tail  qua  wildlife  ecosystems 
(page  9)  would  be  avoided. 
The  Indian  Peaks  WMA  defin¬ 
itely  qualifies  as  a  "sensi¬ 
tive  environmental  area" 
(page  1-57),  and  a  thorough¬ 
fare  through  the  east  half 
of  It  will  definitely  de¬ 
stroy  Its  uniqueness.  This 
WMA  contains  one  of  the  few 
low  desert  elk  herds  In  the 
west  as  well  as  some  of  the 
rare  riparian  habitat  of  the 
West  Desert. 


There  are  three  nearly  uni¬ 
form  green  color  shades  used 
on  this  map;  more  contras¬ 
ting  colors  would  definitely 
aid  review. 

Probably  the  greatest  recre¬ 
ational  use  of  the  area  is 
for  hinting,  wood  gathering, 
camping  and  picnicking. 

Local  camping  grounds  will 
be  severely  Impacted. 

The  word  areas  Is  mis¬ 
spelled. 

Finally,  some  detail  on  the 
dust  control  palliatives. 

It  Is  Implied  that  the 
palliatives  may  kill  vegeta¬ 
tion,  pollute  surface  waters 
and  seriously  affect  aquatic 
organisms.  The  brief  and 
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naturally.  The  desert  Is 
extremely  fragile  with 
Insufficient  rainfall  to 
encourage  rapid  natural 
revegetation.  Halogeton  and 
other  Invader  plants  will 
dominate  disturbed  areas  If 
a  proper  revegetation  pro¬ 
gram  Is  not  undertaken  at 
the  beginning  phases  of  each 
construction  segment. 

4-776  4  5  The  type(s)  are  not  Identi¬ 

fied. 

4-777  3  2  A  heavy  road  kill  of  low 

flying  raptors  such  as 
rough-legged  hawks  and  owls 
will  take  place  but  was  not 
specifically  identified. 

4-777  4  4  While  It  Is  true  that  the 

large  transmission  lines 
(138  KV)  being  considered  in 
this  project  are  too  large 
In  configuration  to  Injure 
raptors,  the  smaller  25  KV 
lines  being  considered  ( ETR 
24,  page  45)  are  not  pro¬ 
perly  designed.  Raptor 
specifications  for  power¬ 
lines  (see:  Suggested 
Practices  for  Raptor 
Protection  on  Powerlines, 

rera;  TaTsonTlectrlc . 

Institute.  Exhibit  *1)  are 
well  known  and  have  been 
used  with  complete  success 
around  Cedar  City,  Utah  to 
modify  hazardous 
powerlines.  The  25  KV 
configuration  shown  In  ETR 
24  should  be  changed  so  that 
future  expensive  modifica¬ 
tions  will  not  have  to  be 
made  on  lines  that  electro¬ 
cute  raptors. 
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4-777 


4-778 


4-778 


Traffic  effects  on  all  ani¬ 
mals  during  operations  has 
been  understated.  As  long 
as  there  Is  traffic,  however 
localized,  animal  deaths 
will  Increase  over  the 
present  rates. 

The  potential  hazards  to 
wildlife  from  radar  and 
microwave  emissions  have  not 
been  properly  Identified  as 
to  types  of  wildlife  In¬ 
volved  (number  of  animals 
and  birds)  and  the  types  of 
hazards.  Including  direct 
death  losses  and  potential 
reproductive  losses  (i.e. 
abortions.  Infertility, 
etc.). 

Incorrect  statements  con¬ 
cerning  hunting.  The  number 
of  permits  are  limited  only 
to  certain  hunts  Involving 
antelope,  elk,  bighorn 
sheep,  buffalo  and  moose. 
Unlimited  numbers  of  permits 
are  Issued  for  open  bull  elk 
on  most  wits  and  buck 
deer.  Thus,  an  Increase  in 
demand 

would  greatly  Increase  hunt¬ 
ing  pressure  for  bull  elk 
and  deer. 

The  statement  that  "deer  and 
game  birds  are  the  animals 
most  likely  to  be  shot" 
would  hold  true  for  much  of 
Utah.  However,  antelope  are 
the  most  visible  animal  on 
the  West  Desert  and  the  most 
likely  to  be  poached,  along 
with  mowtaln  lions  and 
bobcats. 

There  Is  concern  that  big 
game  migration  corridors 
might  be  blocked  for  up  to 
two  years  or  more  and  then 


4-779 


3 


5 


I 
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reopened.  In  the  West 
Desert  of  Utah,  blocking  a 
deer  or  antelope  Migration 
corridor  May  trap  the  ani¬ 
mals  out  In  the  Middle  of  an 
alkali  hardpan  with  no  I 

available  water  or  food 
supply.  The  results  would 
be  obvious;  no  animals  would 
be  available  to  re-establish 
the  herds  afterwards. 

Interstate  highway  construe-  I 

tlon  In  southern  Idaho  and 

Wyoming  resulted  In  such 

pile-ups  of  mule  deer  trying 

to  get  to  winter  range; 

mortality  was  very  high 

until  measures  could  be  I 

taken.  Without  proper 

planning  to  avoid  migration 

corridors,  similar  high 

mortalities  could  result. 

4-779  2  4  The  lower  elevation  winter  ) 

range  for  elk  and  mule  deer 

Is  being  considered  as  key 

or  critical  habitat.  In  the 

West  Desert  of  Utah,  winter 

and  spring  are  the  times 

when  moisture  is  prevalent,  ) 

and  thus,  not  limiting. 

Winter  range  areas,  (depen¬ 
ding  on  the  winter)  are 
quite  large.  However, 
during  the  simmer  the  water 
resources  dry  up  and  water  I 

becomes  a  definite  limiting 
factor.  Thus  good  simmer 
range  is  quite  small  for 
deer  and  elk.  This  Is  the 
reverse  of  the  normal  situa¬ 
tion  In  momtalns,  where  » 

adequate  rainfall  exists  and 
agricultural  or  residential 
development  limits  winter 
range  area. 

4-780  Partial  1  Camping  on  water  holes  or  > 

springs  may  definitely  cause 
sensitive  animals  like  elk 
to  move  elsewhere,  but  In 
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4-780  1 


4-780  2 


4-780  4 


4-780  4 


4-795  6 


4-801  2 


the  desert  there  may  be 
nowhere  else  to  go.  Water 
Is  very  1  lari  ting. 

Upland  game  birds  will  be 
Impacted  by  both  Increased 
hunting  pressure  and  poach¬ 
ing.  Pheasant  populations 
In  the  Delta  area  will  be 
Impacted  by  the  loss  of 
habitat  due  to  growth. 

2  Clear  Lake  Waterfowl  Manage¬ 

ment  Area  Is  not  Included, 
nor  are  the  marsh  areas  of 
the  Sevier  River  drainage 
system.  Garrison  Reservoir 
also  has  good  waterfowl 
hunting  and  Is  not  Included. 

5  Note  that  bobcat  hides  are 

selling  for  $314  here  and 
$350  on  page  4-795.,  para  1, 
sent.  6. 

Also,  sensitive  areas  such 
as  fawning  areas  for  both 
deer  and  antelope  have  not 
been  Identified.  In  addi¬ 
tion,  wildfires  will  prob¬ 
ably  increase  due  to  the 
Increase  In  activity,  but 
the  Impacts  or  control  of 
these  have  not  been  di s- 
cussed. 

1  A  critical  deer  migration 

route  passes  through  the 
Dnm  and  Joy  Mountains  north 
of  this  OB.  Special  plan¬ 
ning  must  be  done  If  It  is 
to  be  preserved. 

While  It  may  be  true  that 
hunan/peregrine  encounters 
In  the  study  area  will  be 
rare  because  the  animal  Is 
scarce,  that  does  not  mean 
that  the  Impacts  would  be 
negligible.  Any  negative 
Impact  to  this  species  or 
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Figure  4. 4. 2-8 


4-808  4  1 


4-808  4  1 


4-808  4  3 


4-808  4  3 


4-809  4  2 

4-813  4  5 


the  spotted  bet  would  be 
perceived  es  significant. 

The  bald  eagle  wintering 
area  shown  are  very  Incom¬ 
plete  and  need  to  be  up¬ 
dated. 

It  would  be  more  accurate  to 
say  that  no  bald  eagle  roost 
sites  have  been  Identified 
In  the  area,  since  the 
presence  of  nunerous  sight¬ 
ings  Implies  the  roost 
trees. 

Also,  roost  trees  are  known 
at  Black  Rock  Ranch  and  two 
sites  at  Greenwood.  Power 
poles  are  also  used  as  hunt¬ 
ing  perches  and  roost  sites. 

A  peregrine  falcon  sighting 
has  been  docunented  east  of 
Fillmore  by  state  wildlife 
personnel . 

The  phrase  that  "these  moun¬ 
tains  do  not  appear  to  be 
particularly  attractive  to 
recreationists"  Is  totally 
Incorrect.  Oak  Creek,  Chalk 
Creek  and  Corn  Creek  are 
heavily  used  by  local  resi¬ 
dents  and  non-residents 
(particularly  from 
California) . 

The  word  from  Is  misspelled. 

Management  practices  have 
not  been  Identified  to 
offset  the  Increase  In  the 
recreational  pressure  Inclu¬ 
ding  fishing,  boating  and 
other  water-related  activi¬ 
ties.  Management  practices, 
such  as  an  Increase  in 
stocking  rates,  law  enforce¬ 
ment  and  facilities  must  be 
addressed.  The  practices 
and  costs  must  be 
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Figure  4. 4. 4-2  4-821 


ETR  15 

1  3  3 


2  1  3 


2  2  3 


3  2  4 


4  3  5 


Identified  and  outside  fund¬ 
ing  or  mitigation  consi¬ 
dered. 

The  outline  of  the  Indian 
Peaks  WMA  does  not  line  up 
with  the  map  underneath.  It 
appears  to  be  offset  by  up 
to  1.5  miles. 


The  term  "native  species"  Is 
Incorrectly  used  In  place  of 
the  more  correct  form  "wild¬ 
life  species."  Some  of  the 
game  species  planted  In  Utah 
were  not  natives  to  this 
state  or  couitry  but  are  now 
part  of  or'  wildlife  spe¬ 
cies. 

After  the  extensive  discus¬ 
sion  in  the  DEIS  on  direct 
and  Indirect  Impacts  to 
wildlife.  It  Is  a  surprise 
to  see  that  furbearers  and 
nongame  wildlife  are  only 
expected  to  be  impacted  in 
the  valleys.  This  Is  an 
oversimplification  and 
should  be  corrected  to  match 
the  discussion  In  the  DEIS. 

The  Importance  of  water  in 
the  desert  must  be  empha¬ 
sized  and  the  distribution 
of  some  desert  species  are 
oriented  around  It. 

Since  all  other  named  ani¬ 
mals  In  this  paragraph  have 
species  after  them,  the 
species  of  Cooper's  hawk 
(Acclplter  cooperl)  appears 
to  have  been  left  out . 

Trend  couits  for  the  ante¬ 
lope  population  In  the  West 
Desert  of  Utah  are  avail¬ 
able. 
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4-808  4  1 


4-808  4  1 


4-808  4  3 


4-808  4  3 


4-809  4  2 

4-813  4  5 


the  spotted  bat  would  be 
perceived  as  significant. 

The  bald  eagle  wintering 
area  shown  are  very  Incom¬ 
plete  and  need  to  be  up¬ 
dated. 

It  would  be  more  accurate  to 
say  that  no  bald  eagle  roost 
sites  have  been  Identified 
In  the  area,  since  the 
presence  of  nunerous  sight¬ 
ings  Implies  the  roost 
trees. 

Also,  roost  trees  are  known 
at  Black  Rock  Ranch  and  two 
sites  at  Greenwood.  Power 
poles  are  also  used  as  hunt¬ 
ing  perches  and  roost  sites. 

A  peregrine  falcon  sighting 
has  been  documented  east  of 
Fillmore  by  state  wildlife 
personnel . 

The  phrase  that  "these  moun¬ 
tains  do  not  appear  to  be 
particularly  attractive  to 
recreationists"  is  totally 
incorrect.  Oak  Creek,  Chalk 
Creek  and  Corn  Creek  are 
heavily  used  by  local  resi¬ 
dents  and  non-residents 
(particularly  from 
California). 

The  word  from  is  misspelled. 

Management  practices  have 
not  been  Identified  to 
offset  the  Increase  in  the 
recreational  pressure  Inclu¬ 
ding  fishing,  boating  and 
other  water-related  activi¬ 
ties.  Management  practices, 
such  as  an  Increase  in 
stocking  rates,  law  enforce¬ 
ment  and  facilities  must  be 
addressed.  The  practices 
and  costs  must  be 


PARAGRAPH  SENTENCE 


COMMENT 


PAGE 


4-780  1 


4-780  2 


4-780  4 


4-780  4 


4-795  6 


4-801  2 


the  desert  there  aey  be 
nowhere  else  to  go.  Water 
Is  very  Halting. 

Upland  game  birds  will  be 
Impacted  by  both  Increased 
hinting  pressure  and  poach¬ 
ing.  Pheasant  populations 
In  the  Delta  area  will  be 
Impacted  by  the  loss  of 
habitat  due  to  growth. 

2  Clear  Lake  Waterfowl  Manage¬ 

ment  Area  Is  not  Included, 
nor  are  the  marsh  areas  of 
the  Sevier  River  drainage 
system.  Garrison  Reservoir 
also  has  good  waterfowl 
hunting  and  Is  not  Included. 

5  Note  that  bobcat  hides  are 

selling  for  $314  here  and 
$350  on  page  4-795.,  para  1, 
sent.  6. 

Also,  sensitive  areas  such 
as  fawning  areas  for  both 
deer  and  antelope  have  not 
been  Identified.  In  addi¬ 
tion,  wildfires  will  prob¬ 
ably  Increase  due  to  the 
Increase  In  activity,  but 
the  Impacts  or  control  of 
these  have  not  been  dis¬ 
cussed. 

1  A  critical  deer  migration 

route  passes  through  the 
Drun  and  Joy  Mowtalns  north 
of  this  OB.  Special  plan¬ 
ning  must  be  done  If  it  Is 
to  be  preserved. 

While  It  m*y  be  true  that 
hunan/peregrine  encounters 
In  the  study  area  will  be 
rare  because  the  animal  is 
scarce,  that  does  not  mean 
that  the  Impacts  would  be 
negligible.  Any  negative 
Impact  to  this  species  or 


LOCAL  LAND  USE  AND  RIGHTS  REVIEW  TEAM 
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General  Comments 

The  Land  Use  and  Rights  Review  Team  compliments  the  Air  Force  in  its  execution 

of  an  excellent  DEIS  regarding  the  proposed  MX  Weapon  System.  The  deficien¬ 
cies  are  remarkably  few  in  number  considering  the  complexity  of  the  project. 

The  general  recomnendations  of  the  team  are  as  follows: 

1.  The  local  governmental  units  and  citizens  of  the  impacted  areas  should  be 
consulted  to  the  maximum  practical  extent  in  the  decision  making  process 
for  those  decisions  that  can  be  delegated  to  the  civilian  population. 

2.  Whenever  practical,  financial  mitigations  should  be  made  directly  to 
citizens  or  local  government  so  as  to  minimize  bureaucracy. 

3.  A  joint  useage  of  facilities  by  the  Air  Force  and  the  public-at-large  is 
encouraged  to  the  maximum  practical  extent. 

4.  Facilities  necessitated  by  the  MX  project  should  be  located  so  as  to  avoid 
interference  with  existing  private  uses  to  the  maximum  practical  extent. 


n 

'! 

j 

a  I 


# 


» 


a  I 

] 


a 


Specific  Comments 

The  specific  comments  of  the  team  in  its  assigned  area  of  review  are  as  a 

follows: 


PAGE  PARAGRAPH  SENTENCE  COMMENT 


3  5 


17  2 


49  3 


52-53  1-2 


Rights-of-way  requirements 
are  low.  Fill  slopes  must  be 
flatter  than  planned  to  meet 
requirements  of  public  safe¬ 
ty. 

160,000  acres  of  vegetation 
may  be  quite  low;  highway 
needs  alone  are  perhaps 
20,000  acres  too  low. 

Mitigating  measures  should 
include  direct  financial 
grants  to  Utah  for  highway 
improvements . 

Roadway  systems  can  only  be 
accepted  for  public  use  if 
they  meet  public  safety 
requirements.  Planned  cross- 
sections  are  inadequate. 
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COMMENT 

ft 

- 

Financing  for  local  govern- 

ment  maintenance  should  be 
provided  by  Air  Force. 

W 

1-12 

3 

Fenced  areas  discussed  In¬ 
clude  launch  shelter  areas 
only.  Surely  the  DAA  and  OB 

fc 

will  also  be  fenced  and 
guarded. 

V 

1-16 

6 

2 

Is  there  a  dust  suppressant 
(palliative)  of  any  proven 

- 

life  for  highway  use? 

ft 

1-19 

Shoulders  and  side  slopes  do 
not  meet  public  highway 
requirements. 

1-20 

2 

See  comment  page  1-19  if 

roads  are  available  to  pub¬ 
lic.  Tort  liability  may  be  a 
problem.  Also,  are  DTN  and 
cluster  roads  to  be  subject 
to  the  Manual  for  Uniform 

ft 

Traffic  Control  Devices? 

ft 

1-27 

5 

1 

Economic  and  visual  values 
should  also  be  considered. 

Quite  possible  to  co-exist  at 
greatly  reduced  costs.  Why 
not  co-exist  at  appropriate 

ft 

locations?  Consultation  with 
local  and  state  highway 
officials  should  be  required. 

1-29 

9 

3 

Under  what  procedures  and 
restrictions  will  civilian 

I 

aircraft  be  able  to  use 
airfields?  Civilian  pilots 
do  not  trust  military  air¬ 
field  personnel. 

1-31 

With  full  basing,  it  still 
appears  that  some  form  of  DAA 
and  contractor  support  area 
is  required  at  second  OB. 

Logistics  should  favor  DAA  at 
both  bases. 

» 

1-32 

6 

If  there  is  no  DAA  at  the 
second  OB,  public  roads  may 

* 

be  grossly  structurally. 

► 

( 

. -i 

PA6E  PARAGRAPH  SENTENCE  COMMENT 

assuming  DTN  Is  not  opera¬ 
tional  prior  to  constriction 
of  second  OB  and  relatei 
clusters. 

1-41  Inadequate  right-of-way 

widths  and  land  areas  for 
roadways. 

1-44  1  5  Any  portions  of  the  MX  road 

system  expected  to  be  avail¬ 
able  to  the  public  should 
meet  public  road  specifica¬ 
tions  at  the  time  of  con¬ 
struction.  Does  "adopted" 
mean  transfer  of  ownership  to 
local  or  state  government? 

1-49  6  3  Mention  3000  (2995)  foot 

radius  here  for  simplicity  of 
reading. 

1-50  3  1  DOT  should  say  state  DOT. 

1-70  4  2  Does  BLM  still  grant  free  use 

permits  for  material  sites  on 
public  works  projects?  Can 
federal  regulations  be  modi¬ 
fied  and  simplified? 

1-71  4  2  Verify  land  requirements; 

seems  low. 

1- 72  3  5  Immediate  occupancy  subject 

to  100  percent  deposit  with 
court. 

2- 63  5  2  121  should  be  21.  Also  Utah 

State  Routes  18,  45,  100,  130 
and  159  in  Utah  have  been 
omitted. 

2-64  6  3  DTN  must  be  complete  and 

operational  prior  to  Milford 
OB.  Construction  on  Utah 
State  Routes  56,  130  and  21 
all  require  early  structural 
betterments . 

2-109  5  Railroads  may  have  to  expand 

their  facilities  to  accommo¬ 
date  Increased  demand.  Also, 


COMMENT 


PA6E  PARAGRAPH  SENTENCE 


2-145  3  4-5 


2-147  4  3 


2-149  1  2 


2-163  2  3 

2-169  1  2 

2-175  6  1 

2-181  5  1 

2-185  1  1 

2-188  4  1 

2-206  4  1 


3-140  5 


3-152  1-2 

3-153 

3-154 

3-385  2  3 

3-387  1  2 


a  significant  change  In  the 
airline  service  may  be  neces¬ 
sary  to  accommodate  Increased 
traffic. 

Some  revision  In  federal  law 
and  BLM  policy  may  be  desire- 
able  to  facilitate  land 
exchanges  and  sales. 

Road  "Improvements"  should  be 
defined.  Some  total  recon¬ 
struction  is  necessary. 

How  can  significance  be 
addressed  without  considering 
value,  use  and  other  factors? 

Not  true!  Existing  roads  in 
impacted  area  are  grossly  in¬ 
adequate  in  strength,  width, 
drainage,  etc..  Total  recon¬ 
struction  may  be  required. 


Highway  strengths  in  Utah  are 
inadequate. 

Add  Utah  State  Routes  18, 

100,  130  and  159  in  Utah. 

St.  George  and  Cedar  City 
populations  exceed  10,000. 

Highways  need  major  pavement 
improvements.  Strength  of 
pavements  is  inadequate. 

Utah  State  Routes  18,  130  and 
159  not  shown. 

Were  Utah  State  Routes  18, 

130  and  159  considered? 

Utah  State  Route  18  is  gross¬ 
ly  Inadequate  from  Enterprise 
to  St.  George. 

Iron  County  and  Its  incorpor¬ 
ated  mjnlclpalltles  do  not 
have  orderly  growth  policies. 


3-449 


S-50  should  be  US  50. 


COMMENT 


Figure  3.4. 
3.2-1 


PA6E  PARAGRAPH  SENTENCE 

US-50  Improperly  shown. 


3- 510  3 

4- 33  1 

4-34  3 

4-84  5 

4-84  6 

4-94  2 

4-97  2 

4-97  7 

4-329  4 

4-530 


Beaver  City  Is  considering  a 
reduction  In  street  width. 

6  What  road  building  techniques 

use  less  water? 

4  Why  not  use  treated  waste- 
water  In  road  construction? 

4  Rewrite  to  allow  land  area  to 
be  Increased  only  If  there  is 
evidence  to  support  detri¬ 
mental  effects  to  MX  opera¬ 
tions. 

4  Expand  to  require  Air  Force 

to  present  evidence  support¬ 
ing  detrimental  effects  to  MX 
operations. 

1  160,000  acres  is  low. 

Halogeton.  Conflicting 
arguments  about  killing  it. 
Who  is  right? 

1  Also  a  good  argument  for 

maximum  co-existence  of  DTN 
and  public  road  system. 

Alternative  needs  to  be 
developed  in  order  to  avoid 
improper  speculation,  slums, 
etc..  Does  Air  Force  plan  a 
withdrawal  of  public  land  for 
mltigative  purposes  as  des¬ 
cribed? 

These  mitigative  strategies 
promote  federal  and  state  big 
brothership  and  domination. 
Make  direct  appropriations  to 
local  governmental  units. 

Some  of  proposed  measures  are 
outdated  or  subject  to  elimi¬ 
nation. 


I 


PA6E  PARAGRAPH  SENTENCE 
4-540 

4-546 

4-547  1 

4-549 

4-557 

4-580  2-4 

4-580  6  3 


COMMENT 

Utah  State  Routes  18,  130, 
and  159  not  considered. 

No  1-89;  also  Utah  State 
Routes  21  and  153  not  Identi¬ 
fied. 

Utah  State  Routes  18  and  56 
need  major  Improvements. 

US-50,  Utah  State  Route  100, 
etc..  Map  is  incorrect. 

Utah  roads  require  structural 
overlays. 

Change  "could"  to  "will" 
thereby  promising  return  to 
private  sector.  Also,  this 
action  supports  contention  of 
public  road  specifications 
for  DTN. 

Change  "Would  have  to"  to 
"will." 


4-601  2  3  Change  "could"  to  "will." 

4-606  2  4  Change  "could"  to  "will." 

4-624  1  1  Change  "could"  to  "will." 

4-631  2  3  Define  or  eliminate  "as  much 

as  possible." 

Grammatical  errors  observed  are: 

923  Correct  "lahouts"  to  "lay¬ 
outs." 


2-104  5  1  Poor  grammar.  Subject  should 

be  redone. 

2-112  5  2  Change  "reinforced"  to  "rein¬ 

forcing." 

2-113  1  3  Change  "reinforced"  to  "rein¬ 

forcing." 

2-127  7  1  "8"  should  be  "7." 


I 


I 


» 


I 


I 
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PAGE 

PARAGRAPH 

SENTENCE 

COMMENT 

2-147 

4 

3 

Correct  *1006"  to  “Lund." 

3-13 

5 

4 

Not  a  sentence.  Meaning  Is 
lost. 

3-218 

5 

4 

Correct  "times"  to  "tons." 

3-385 

6 

1 

Correct  "fuel,  oil"  to  "fuel 
oil." 

3-446 

2 

1 

Correct  "Salena"  to  "Salina." 

3-506 

3 

1 

Correct  "Ranguitah"  to  "Pan- 
gultch." 

4-23 

1 

3 

Correct  "effect"  to  "affect." 

4-273 

5 

3 

This  sentence  Is  poorly 
written. 

4-303 

4 

3 

Would  be  in.  Add  "be." 

4-571 

2 

1 

Correct  "or"  to  "for." 

4-572 

4 

3 

Correct  "Rockey"  to  "Rocky." 

4-773 

6 

2 

Correct  "gradent"  to  "gradi¬ 
ent." 

Deficiencies  in  other 

environmental  areas  are: 

Geography 

14 

7 

2 

Wheeler  Peak  is  in  Nevada. 

Is  there  also  a  Wheeler  Peak 
in  Texas  or  New  Mexico? 

Air  Quality 
&  Energy 

15 

2 

5 

What  is  state-of-the-art  for 
solar,  wind,  and  geothermal 
energy  production?  Is  it 
sufficiently  advanced  for 
consideration  as  a  mitigating 
measure? 

Employment  & 
Labor  Force 

31 

8 

This  paragraph  addresses 
Nevada  only.  What  happens  in 
Utah?  Summary  should  state 
even  though  matter  Is  addres¬ 
sed  later. 

Native  Indians 

61 

1 

7 

Fencing  may  be  a  suitable 
mitigation  for  small  isolated 
tracts;  i.e.,  Parowan  Gap. 

PAGE 

PARAGRAPH 

SENTENCE 

COMMENT 

Agriculture 

1-73 

1 

1 

90  days  may  not  be  adequate 
for  agricultural  land. 

Industry 

2-102 

2 

Continental  Lime  near  Milford 
and  Delta  since  no  direct 
road  to  Fillmore  yet.  Also, 
Martin-Marietta  Is  now  a 
reality. 

Aquatic  Species 

2-104 

3 

3 

What  is  a  Rynichthys  osculus 
relicus? 

Water  Resources 

3-15 

May  be  well  to  show  precipi¬ 
tation  in  inches.  More 
common  useage. 

Natural 

Environment 

3-367 

7 

3 

Virgin  River  game  fish? 

Water  Resources 

4-99 

2 

4 

Change  "6  to  8"  to  “not  more 
than  8." 

Wildlife 

4-117 

4 

4 

Change  "at  new  levels"  to  "at 
new  lower  levels." 

Water  Resources 

4-633 

1 

2 

This  is  not  true;  the  Wasatch 
Mountains  do  not  serve  the 
Impact  area. 

Cattle  Grazing 

4-636 

6 

Cattleguards  will  do  the 
job.  Maintenance  should  be 
spelled  out. 

Native  Indians 

4-680 

5 

This  paragraph  may  give  rise 

to  another  EIS.  Why  not 
commit  now  to  a  reasonable 
relocation  or  salvage  opera 
tions  as  appropriate? 


Native  Indians 

4-688 

4 

5 

U.S.  50  is  generally  east- 
west;  what  is  meant  by  east 
of  U.S.  50? 

Native  Indians 

4-693 

1 

1 

Same  comment  as  4-680,  above. 

Construction 

Resources 

4-764 

6 

2 

Is  bulking  a  problem  for 
storage? 

Construction 

Resources 

4-773 

2 

This  paragraph  is  a  dream 
world.  Neither  the  earth  nor 
Rome  were  constructed  without 
problems. 

PASS  PARAGRAPH  SENTENCE  COMMENT 

Construction  4-775  4  Sane  as  4-773. 

Rcsourcs 

The  review  team  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  have  been  of  service  In  this 
project. 


LOCAL  HEALTH  AND  SOCIAL  SERVICES  REVIEW  TEAM 


Ceneral  Comments 

1.  The  first  Meeting  of  the  review  team  failed  to  give  team  members  a  broad 
and  clear  picture  of  the  MX. 

2.  The  materials  distributed  to  team  members  were  extremely  voluminous,  yet 
very  nonspecific  In  Most  of  the  areas  we  were  asked  to  review.  Some  of 
our  specific  observations  are: 

I.  There  were  no  baseline  data  In  any  of  the  areas  we  were  asked  to 
review. 

II.  There  were  no  specific  Impact  figures  for  the  areas  we  were  to 
address . 

A.  There  were  no  numbers  for  health  care  and  social  service 
personnel  required,  nor  formulas  used  to  calculate  personnel 
Increases  In  the  Impacted  areas. 

III.  In  several  cases,  the  study  falls  to  address,  or  does  not  fully 
address.  Important  Impact  areas,  for  example: 

A.  Unemployed  persons  hoping  for  MX  employment  arriving  and  driv¬ 
ing  up  unemployment  rates  and  Impacting  health  or  social 
services,  such  as;  alcohol  and  drugs,  public  health,  mental 
health,  assistance  payments,  and  hospitals. 

IV.  Community-specific  population  Impact  figures  appear  to  be  under¬ 
stated.  Also,  the  first  graph  on  4-305  and  the  population  discus¬ 
sion  on  page  4-303  lead  one  to  believe  that  the  impact  is  not 
significant  when  In  reality  the  graph  and  the  discussion  are 
skewed  by  Clark  County.  The  growth  In  the  smaller  communities  to 
be  Impacted  will  definitely  be  socially  and  economically 
traumatic. 

V.  In  the  Impact  study,  It  is  speculated  that  population  growth  in 
small  Impacted  communities  will  have  a  positive  effect  socially 
and  economically.  This  Is  In  contrast  to  documentation  of  boom 
town  experiences  In  other  U.S.  communities.  The  elderly,  fami¬ 
lies,  children,  and  women  of  boom  towns  have  been  adversely  affec¬ 
ted  by  rapid  community  growth.  Also,  It  Is  speculated  In  the  DEIS 
that  community  businesses  and  put>l  1c  services  will  generally  enjoy 
the  benefits  of  Improved  economles-of -scale  due  to  population  In¬ 
flux.  Although  this  Is  true  In  some  cases,  growth  rates  for 
certain  Impacted  communities  will  be  so  far  beyond  nominal,  that 
the  quality  of  life  will  deteriorate.  Morality  and  integrity  will 
decline  and  the  entire  social  system  will  suffer. 

3.  Of  the  four  members  on  our  team,  not  one  was  contacted  and  asked  for 
assistance  In  development  of  the  DEIS.  Team  members  are  not  aware  of  any 
local  physicians,  nurses,  mental  health  workers,  hospital  administrators 


or  other  health  or  social  service  workers  who  were  asked  to  provide  Input 
on  baseline  and  Impact  data  or  arftlgatlon. 

Specific  Cowmen ts 

1.  One-to-one  contacts  to  gather  precise  data  and  Information  are  needed. 

2.  Include  heads  of  local  businesses  and  public  entitles  In  planning  and 
Implementing  MX-related  growth.  Some  public  and  not-for-prof 1 t  entitles 
will  need  to  develop  master  plans,  renovate,  expand,  and/or  add  new 
equipment  and  personnel.  Provide  funding  to  assist  these  entities, 
especially  with  Impact  assessment  and  planning. 

3.  Let  local  businesses  and  public  entitles  have  a  say  In  what  new  or 
expanded  services  they  will  provide  and  what  will  be  provided  by  the 
government.  A  few  specific  examples  are: 

I.  Pertaining  to  Social  Services— the  levels  of  mental  health, 
alcohol  and  drug  services;  assistance  payments  and  family 
services.  Without  special  planning  and  funding,  the  arrival  of 
people  needing  these  programs  will  proceed  any  funding  to  augment 
services  to  meet  the  higher  demand.  Front-end  federal  funding 
should  be  provided  to  both  plan  for  and  deliver  services 
simultaneously  with  the  rise  In  demand. 

II.  The  Valley  View  Medical  Center  in  Cedar  City  has  a  75-bed  capac¬ 
ity,  but  only  uses  an  average  of  26  beds  per  day.  The  idle  49-bed 
capacity  can  absorb  all  of  the  anticipated  local  population  in¬ 
creases  expected  under  the  Proposed  Action.  Also,  hospitals  in 
Beaver,  Milford  and  Callente  can  form  a  cooperative  network  with 
Valley  View  Medical  Center  to  produce  both  availability  and  a 
broad  range  of  services  to  MX  military  and  civilian  personnel  and 
their  families.  Thus,  the  military  will  not  need  to  construct  an 
expensive  hospital,  but  will  be  helping  to  improve  utilization  of 
local  hospital  beds,  and  will  be  preventing  the  fragmentation  of 
hospital  services  In  the  area.  This  will  allow  Valley  View  Medi¬ 
cal  Center  to  become  a  tertiary  care  center  in  many  respects. 

4.  Our  recommendations  concerning  Issues  and  topics  we  were  asked  to  address 
are  as  follows: 

I.  Community  Heal th--Serv1ces  such  as  health  promotion,  public 
health,  nursing,  well-baby  clinics  and  home  health  care  will  be 
extremely  Important.  By  thoroughly  evaluating  the  needs  and  being 
prepared  to  render  adequate  amotnts  of  these  services  simultane¬ 
ously  as  needs  grow,  serious  and  costly  Illness  can  be 
prevented.  Available  local  funds  will  not  be  sufficient  to  keep 
pace  wi th  the  needs  for  services  during  the  climb  In  population 
growth.  Up-front  finding  will  be  essential  If  a  social  and  health 
crisis  Is  to  be  avoided.  The  DEIS  does  not  address  this  item. 

II.  Family  Health— Services  such  as  health  promotion,  pii>11c  health, 
nursing,  well-baby  clinics  and  home  health  care  will  be  extremely 
Important.  By  thoroughly  evaluating  the  needs  and  being  prepared 


to  render  adequate  amounts  of  these  services  simultaneously  as 
needs  grow,  serious  and  costly  Illness  can  be  prevented. 

Available  local  finds  will  not  be  sufficient  to  keep  pace  with  the 
needs  for  services  during  the  climb  In  population  growth.  Up¬ 
front  funding  will  be  essential  If  a  social  and  health  crisis  Is 
to  be  avoided.  The  DEIS  does  not  address  this  Item. 

III.  Health  Facilities— Health  facilities  surrounding  the  proposed 

Beryl  and  Milford  operating  bases  will  require  some  renovation  and 
modification  to  absorb  the  population  Influx.  However,  the  larg¬ 
est  of  these  facilities,  Valley  View  Medical  Center,  has  a  large 
complement  of  mused  beds.  If  this  hospital  were  used  as  a  refer¬ 
ral  center,  with  Beaver,  Milford  and  Callente  hospitals  as  satel¬ 
lites,  costly  construction  of  new  bed  capacity  would  be  minimized. 
Also,  If  Valley  View  Medical  Center  were  fully  utilized,  econo- 
mies-of-scale  would  allow  the  addition  of  numerous  physician 
specialists  who  would  be  of  value  to  both  the  private  and  military 
sectors. 

IV.  Health  Personnel --Once  the  proposed  action  or  an  alternative  has 
been  selected,  a  careful  projection  of  growth  should  be  made  by 
military  and  local  officials.  Then  a  recruitment  plan  can  be 
formulated.  A  deliberate  structuring  in  the  recruitment  of  physi¬ 
cian  specialists  should  optimize  the  ultimate  complement  of  medi¬ 
cal  services  available.  Thus,  military  and  civilian  residents 
will  not  need  to  travel  to  Salt  Lake  City  or  other  metropolitan 
communities  to  obtain  specialty  care.  A  key  area  to  prepare  for 
will  be  nurse  recruitment  as  there  is  a  shortage  in  the  area. 
Funding  should  be  made  available  to  expand  Southern  Utah  State 
College  and  Dixie  College  nursing  school  enrollment. 

V.  Emergency  Medical  Facil 1ties--At  each  operating  base,  an  emergency 
medical  and  outpatient  facility  would  seem  logical.  However, 
after  emergency  patients  have  been  stabilized,  they  should  be 
transferred  to  the  nearest  facility  staffed  and  equipped  to 
properly  treat  such  patients.  By  consolidating  such  services  at 
Valley  View  Medical  Center,  as  proposed  above,  the  broadest 
possible  range  of  critical  Intensive  care  would  all  be  under  the 
same  roof.  An  emergency  transport  system,  which  would  likely 
include  a  helicopter,  should  be  planned  for,  particularly  during 
the  construction  phase  when  occupational  injuries  would  be  at  a 
peak.  Construction  sites  should  have  emergency  medical 
technicians  available  on-site. 

VI.  Pifcllc  Assistance 

A.  Information  was  not  adequate  on  how  pii>lic  assistance  was 
going  to  be  applied. 

B.  Impact  Is  already  being  felt  in  the  Juab  County  area  from  the 
Infliw  of  people  due  to  other  projects,  such  as  S.  &  W.  Con¬ 
struction  with  the  Martin  Marrietta  Cement  Plant,  the  many  oil 
companies  and  their  d  llllng,  Seaward  Construction  with  the 
power  line,  and  seismograph  crews  working  In  the  area.  These 
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people  have  different  lifestyles  than  the  people  of  the 
carnality.  This  lifestyle  consists  of  abusing  alcohol  and 
drugs.  Divorce  rates  are  going  up.  This,  In  turn,  creates 
■any  more  AFDC  cases.  Also,  the  hjob  hopefuls"  are  Moving 
into  the  area,  of  whom  a  large  percentage  are  people  who 
already  are  inemployed  unemployables.  They  Increase  the  AFDC- 
U  cases.  FSO  cases  Increase  with  those  families  who  are 
receiving  uiemployment  benefits.  As  caseloads  Increase,  new 
workers  will  be  needed.  This  present  Increase  Is  only  a  small 
percentage  of  what  the  MX  Impact  would  be. 

C.  Working  with  the  local  people  Involved  in  all  phases  of  the 
Assistance  Payments  Administration  would  help  to  keep  the 
sudden  influx  aider  control. 

VII.  Children,  Youth  &  Family  Services 

A.  Adequate  information  was  not  given  in  the  DEIS. 

B.  Impact--Again,  the  i nfl  lot  is  currently  being  felt.  The  in¬ 
crease  nunber  of  people  coming  into  the  community  have  a 
definite  impact  on  the  youth.  They  are  exposed  to  drugs, 
alcohol  and  even  prostitution  at  a  very  early  age,  often 
resulting  in  foster  placement  or  protective  services.  Chil¬ 
dren  of  young,  divorced  mothers  are  often  neglected  while  the 
mother  is  out  trying  to  find  a  new  life  for  herself.  Again, 
many  new  workers  will  be  needed. 

C.  Close  cooperation  between  local  people  and  MX  personnel  will 
be  needed. 

VIII.  Developmental  Disabilities 

A.  Baseline  Data--This  area  is  not  addressed  in  the  DEIS.  There 
are  no  figures  or  information  as  to  what  is  now  available  in 
the  way  of  services,  facilities  and  staff. 

The  following  should  be  addressed: 

1.  Current  caseload  of  MR/DD  in  residential  and  day  programs; 
waiting  lists.  Additionally  known  MR/DDs  in  population 
Identified  through  EPSDT  and  educational  systems  (pitilic 
and  private)  needing  special  consideration. 

2.  Rates  of  tfll/DD,  l.e.,  prevalence/incidence  at  birth  and  at 
later  ages  due  to  Illness,  accidents,  deteriorative 
diseases,  etc.. 

3.  Current  staff /personnel  Involved  In  services  to  MR/DD 
populations;  facilities  and  programs  (Training  School, 
group  homes,  sheltered  workshops,  other  residential  and 
day  programs);  federal,  state  and  local  expenditures  of 
MR/DD  services. 


» 


> 


I 


> 


» 


I 


» 


I 


» 


» 


B.  Impacts— The  study  gives  population  figures  for  the  laipacted 
areas  but  does  not  address  specifically  the  Impacts  on  the 
developmental ly  disabled;  l.e.,  projected  Increase  In  numbers, 
etc..  The  following  should  be  considered: 

1.  Increase  In  nimbers  of  MR/DD  population  as  construction/ 
mllltary/other  families  move  Into  Utah  bringing  their 
dependents. 

2.  Increased  rates  of  MR/DD  at  birth  due  to  radiation/stress/ 
other  causes  and  at  later  ages  due  to  occupational  and 
other  accidents,  epidemics,  etc.. 

C.  Mitigation— There  Is  no  evidence  In  the  DEIS  that  mitigation 
has  even  been  considered.  The  committee  recommends  that  the 
following  be  looked  at: 

1.  What  staff /personnel ,  facilities,  budgets,  programs  and 
providers  will  be  needed  In  future  years  to  provide  MR/DD 
services? 

2.  What  new  models  of  service  delivery  will  be  needed  to 
provide  for  the  larger  caseloads  and  changes  in  type, 
severity,  prognoses,  etc.?  Will  regional  training  schools 
be  needed?  What  legislative,  administrative,  zoning,  and 
other  changes  will  be  needed  to  implement  new  models  of 
service  delivery? 

IX.  Youth  Corrections 

A.  Baseline  Data — There  is  no  information  in  the  DEIS  regarding 
detention  facilities,  shelter  homes,  group  homes,  juvenile 
court  referrals,  commitments  to  YX,  staff  currently  providing 
services,  etc..  The  following  should  be  considered  in  any 
future  studies: 

1.  Current  nunber  of  youths  involved  in  the  system  and  annual 
caseload  for  detention,  community  programs  (group  homes, 
ranches,  foster  care,  proctor  advocate  and  other  residen¬ 
tial  and  day  programs),  secure  facilities  such  as  youth 
development  center;  probation,  courts,  case  management, 
parole,  and  family  treatment. 

2.  Rates  of  juvenile  offenses  resulting  In  apprehension, 
referral  to  court,  and  commitment  to  DSS;  overlap  between 
juvenile  offender  population  and  CYF/other  target  popula¬ 
tions. 

3.  Current  staff/personnel  Involved  In  youth  corrections; 
facilities  and  programs  available  (waiting  lists);  feder¬ 
al,  state  and  local  expenditures  for  youth  corrections 
services. 


B.  Inpact— 1 There  Is  no  Information  on  what  the  rapid  growth  will 
do  In  the  Impacted  area  as  far  as  youth  corrections  are  con¬ 
cerned.  What  additional  services  will  be  needed,  what  It  will 
do  to  caseloads  for  juvenile  court,  youth  probation,  and  youth 
correction  staff.  The  following  Information  should  be  accunu- 
1a ted. 

1.  Temporary  Increase  In  juvenile  offenses  due  to  construc¬ 
tion  Impacts.  (Will  the  presence  of  construction  “man- 
camps"  bring  an  increase  in  juvenile  prostitution?  Will 
increased  drug  traffic  reach  Utah  teens?). 

2.  Permanent  Increases  in  rates  of  juvenile  offenses,  especi¬ 
ally  serious  offenses  warranting  secure  facilities,  due  to 
larger  population  and  due  to  higher  occurrence  among 
military/other  new  families. 

3.  Increased  problems  among  existing  families  and  resident 
youth  due  to  stress  and  other  negative  Impacts  of  boom 
growth  created  both  by  MX  and  by  other  projects  such  as 
IPP. 

C.  Mitigation- -This  is  not  addressed  in  the  DEIS  statement. 

There  is  no  information  as  to  new  programs  needed,  additional 
staff  needed,  etc.  The  following  should  be  considered: 

1.  What  staff /personnel ,  facilities,  budgets,  programs  and 
providers  will  be  needed  in  future  years  to  provide  youth 
correctional  services. 

2.  What  new  models  of  service  delivery  will  be  needed  to 
provide  for  increased  voliwe  and  new  types  of  offenders-- 
for  rural  detention,  female  programs,  "tough"  cases,  etc.? 

3.  Coordination  of  other  community  programs. 

Corrections 

A.  Baseline  Data—The  Information  in  the  DEIS  is  inadequate  in 
this  area.  There  Is  no  mention  of  present  programs  and  their 
adequacy;  l.e.,  jail  facilities,  adult  probation,  state  pris¬ 
on,  rehabilitation  programs,  etc.  The  following  should  be 
taken  Into  account: 

1.  Local  jail  population,  population  of  prison,  community 
correctional  centers,  probation  and  parole  (misdemeanor 
and  felony)  and  overcrowding. 

2.  Rates  of  occurrence  of  crimes  and  offenses,  rates  of 
reports  to  law  enforcement  agencies,  arrests,  court  pro¬ 
ceedings,  adjudications  and  commitments,  prison  admissions 
and  releases,  parole  hearings,  recidivism  and  average 
length  of  Involvement  In  system. 
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3.  Current  levels  of  services  rendered  by  the  criminal  jus¬ 
tice  and  correctional  system  Including  staff /personnel , 
facilities,  provider  agencies,  federal /state/local  expend-  • 

Itures  for  corrections,  vocational  and  treatment  programs, 
volunteer  programs,  and  related  programs  (shelters  for 
battered  spouses,  for  example). 

B.  Impact— The  DEIS  does  not  state  the  Impacts  that  the  Increased 

population  will  have  In  this  area.  There  Is  no  consideration  * 

of  the  types  of  people  that  the  MX  will  attract  to  the  area. 

We  should  have  Information  available  on  the  following: 

1.  Increases  In  crime  rates.  In  severity  of  offenses  and  in 
length  of  Involvement  In  the  system  due  to  Increased 

population  In  general  and  due  to  a  greater  percent  of  ) 

population  In  high-crime-prone  ages  (construction, 
military  and  support  populations  are  largely  young  males). 

2.  Increase  In  crime  and  disorder  caused  by  drug  trafficking 
and  consunption. 

> 

3.  Increase  in  crime  due  to  boom  conditions  of  fast  growth 
with  energy  developments  (i.e.,  IPP)  on  top  of  MX. 

C.  Mitigation—There  is  no  plan  as  far  as  information  in  the  DEIS 

for  mitigating  the  Impacts  of  MX  on  corrections  in  the  impac-  i 

ted  area.  We  feel  the  following  should  be  addressed:  ►  I 

! 

1.  What  staf f/personnel ,  facilities,  budget,  programs  and  j 

providers  will  be  needed  In  future  years  to  provide  judi¬ 
cial  and  correctional  services? 

2.  What  new  models  of  service  delivery  will  be  needed  to  meet  > 

higher  volune,  severity,  and  types  of  criminal  justice  and 
correctional  needs  of  the  future? 

3.  What  legal,  administrative,  and  other  changes  will  be 
needed  to  deal  with  correctional  Issues  in  the  future? 

•  ? 

XI.  Mental  Health—The  area  of  mental  health  was  not  specifically 

addressed  at  all  In  the  DEIS.  There  were  no  baseline  data,  refer¬ 
ences  to  mental  health  Impact  or  any  attempt  to  discuss  ways  of 
mitigating  the  Impact.  In  the  Introduction  to  quality  of  life, 
page  4-533,  many  of  the  potential  Impact  problems  In  human 
services  are  briefly  discussed.  Unfortunately,  the  discussion  > 

does  not  go  far  enough.  The  discussion  ends  with  theoretical 
comments  rather  than  going  on  to  mitigation  or  further  "real" 
practical  discussions.  Possible  mitigation  should  Include 
programs  for  child/wife  abuse,  suicide  hot  lines,  crisis  programs, 
etc. 

» 

XII.  Alcohol  and  Drugs— There  are  no  baseline  data  suggested  for 

alcohol  and  drugs.  There  Is  no  attempt  to  discuss  the  impact  in 
this  critical  area.  It  Is  as  though  this  problem  will  not  occur 
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In  the  Impacted  area.  There  Is  available  a  wealth  of  Information, 
particularly  out  of  the  University  of  Denver  Research  Institute, 
showing  the  tremendous  rise  In  alcohol  and  drug  usage  In  Impacted 
areas.  The  tragedy  of  this  usage  Is  that  the  use  Is  greatest 
among  the  "old  timers"  or  long-term  residents  rather  than  the  new 
comers.  Any  discussion  of  mitigation  Is  similarly  avoided  In  this 
area. 

Aging 

A.  Basel 1ne--There  are  no  baseline  data  either  on  the  numbers  of 
older  people  In  the  area  or  on  the  per  capita  Income  for 
senior  citizens. 

B.  Impacts— The  Impacts  have  only  briefly  alluded  to  as  "they 
will  be  Impacted."  Studies  of  other  Impacted  areas  Indicate 
the  aged  suffer  significantly  more  than  others  during  Impact 
and  after.  Their  Income  Is  fixed,  while  others'  Income  rises 
rapidly.  The  higher  wages  push  up  the  cost  of  goods  far  In 
excess  of  what  would  have  been  normal.  They  further  suffer 
from  an  Inability  to  adopt  and  adjust  to  the  many  changes 
happening  around  them  during  Impact.  Their  world,  as  they 
have  known  It  throughout  their  lives,  disappears. 

C.  Mitigation— Finally,  there  is  no  attempt  to  discuss  any  miti¬ 
gation  for  the  impact  on  this  group. 


LOCAL  PUBLIC  SAFETY  REVIEW  TEAM 
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General  Comments 

1.  The  nunber  of  law  enforcement  personnel  estimated  to  be  required  to  handle 
the  Impact  of  growth  are  very  conservative.  The  DEIS  addresses  only  the 
personnel  needed  to  handle  the  population  growth  created  by  construction 
workers  and  other  related  growth.  There  are  no  estimates  of  the  Influx  of 
people  looking  for  employment  but  not  finding  any  that  will  create  a  heavy 
burden  on  local  law  enforcement. 

2.  There  are  no  data  or  Information  on  where  such  large  numbers  of  new  law 
enforcement  personnel  would  come  from.  There  Is  presently  a  state-wide 
shortage  of  certified  police  officers  In  the  State  of  Utah.  There  Is  no 
mention  of  the  lead-time  needed  to  train  and  equip  new  officers.  Utah  law 
requires  that  all  Class  I  peace  officers  be  certified  within  18  months  of 
their  hiring  date.  Presently  there  Is  a  two-year  waiting  period  to  get 
new  officers  Into  the  Utah  State  Police  Academy,  which  would  compound  the 
problem. 

3.  The  condition  of  existing  facilities  now  In  use  by  local  law  enforcement 
agencies  (such  as  office  space  and  jails)  Is  not  mentioned.  All  couities 
Involved  with  MX  deployment  In  Utah  are  in  need  of  upgraded  or  completely 
new  jails  at  the  present  time.  Millard  County  does  not  have  an  operation¬ 
al  jail  at  this  date.  Any  new  construction  of  new  facilities  would  re¬ 
quire  at  least  two  years  lead-time  for  planning  and  construction. 

4.  There  Is  no  mention  of  any  change  in  restricted  air  space  In  Iron,  Beaver, 
Millard  and  Juab  Counties.  This  is  a  real  concern  among  the  sheriffs  of 
these  counties,  because  of  the  great  distances  from  the  county  seats  to 
the  western  borders  of  the  counties.  This  requires  the  use  of  aircraft  to 
patrol  these  areas. 

5.  The  Impact  funding  mechanism  is  a  concern.  If  the  funding  process  is 
handled  like  LEEA,  HUD,  FHA,  or  other  grant  or  loan  agencies  of  the 
federal  government,  the  process  is  going  to  be  entirely  too  slow  to  help 
avert  many  of  the  problems  facing  public  safety. 

6.  A  method  of  transmitting  the  most  up-to-date  information  to  the  local 
agencies  Is  needed.  For  some  reason  Information  Is  not  being  handed  on 
down,  thus  hindering  local  departments  In  their  planning. 
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LOCAL  GEOLOGY  &  MINERALS  REVIEW  TEAM 


General  Comments 


Much  of  the  mountainous  area  Is  being  taken  up  by  wilderness  designations  as 
well  as  the  proposed  Great  Basin  National  Park.  This  will  further  restrict 
exploration  In  the  area. 

The  statements  and  figures  concerning  the  Pine  Grove  Molybdenun  Project  are 
not  correct  In  either  the  ETR  or  In  the  DEIS.  The  correct  figures  and  pro¬ 
grams  for  this  project  will  be  s«i>mitted  to  the  state  review  committee  by 
Getty  Mineral  Resources  Company. 

The  Wah  Wah-Tushar  Mineral  Belt  In  Utah  and  the  Ploche  Mineral  Belt  in  Nevada 
represent  a  large  southwest  trending  high  potential  mineralization  area  that 
encompasses  generally  the  southern  portion  of  the  deployment  area.  This  area 
needs  to  be  left  open  for  exploration  and  not  occupied  by  MX. 

Recent  exploration  data  the  mining  Industry  has  gathered  is  facilitating  the 
location  of  drilling  targets.  The  Industry  considers  the  pediments  high 
potential  exploration  targets. 

Specific  Comments 


PAGE  PARAGRAPH  SENTENCE  COMMENT 

3  5  1-2  Throughout  the  DEIS  there 

seems  to  be  an  Indiscriminate 
Interchange  from  nautical  to 
statute  miles.  Put  all 
figures  in  statute  miles  so 
the  general  pitolic  will 
understand  the  measurements 
and  they  will  be  consistent 
throughout. 

41  3  From  where  will  the  steel  and 

cement  be  acquired?  Will  the 
demand  be  so  great  that  it 
will  adversely  affect  all 
other  construction  in  the 
area?  These  are  questions 
that  the  DEIS  does  not 
address,  yet  will  greatly 
affect  the  Impact  upon  the 
area  of  procurement. 

10  2  3-4  The  statement  is  very  mis¬ 

leading.  If  the  aquifer  has 
been  so  completely  drained  as 
to  cause  land  subsidence, 
previously  stated  as  a  possi- 
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10  3-4 


30-31 


31  2 


blllty,  the  aquifer  cannot 
recover  but  will  be  perma¬ 
nently  damaged. 

Where  Is  the  extra  water 
going  to  come  from  In  these 
two  valleys  to  supply  OB 
construction  requirements? 

If  land  Is  taken  out  of  use 
to  compensate  for  over¬ 
drafting  of  water,  hew  Is  the 
state  to  be  compensated  for 
this  loss  of  tax  base,  not 
only  during  the  construction 
period  but  after  MX  Is  gone? 
It  Is  very  unlikely  that  the 
land  will  ever  be  put  back 
Into  production  once  It  is 
removed.  The  state  will 
suffer  a  permanent  loss  of 
tax  base. 

This  large  drain  on  the  labor 
force  will  not  only  impact 
the  area  close  to  MX  con¬ 
struction,  but  will  have  an 
Impact  upon  the  labor  force 
throughout  both  states  and 
even  surrounding  states.  This 
will  impact  other  large 
projects  such  as  the  I PP ,  the 
oil  shale  and  tar  sands 
development  as  well  as  the 
rapid  expansion  of  coal 
mining  and  geothermal  devel¬ 
opment.  All  of  these  are 
vital  energy  projects.  They 
will  be  in  direct  competition 
for  labor  with  the  MX  proj¬ 
ect.  This  very  large  demand 
for  labor  will  strongly  and 
adversely  affect  all  other 
construction,  such  as 
schools,  hospitals  and  busi¬ 
nesses  as  well  as  any  other 
construction  throughout  the 
area.  They  will  be  impacted 
by  competition  for  labor, 
materials  and  capital. 

4  The  statement  is  completely 
misleading  and  erroneous. 
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1-2-14 


1-48-49 


Table  1.7. 3-1 


Delta  Is  already  having 
problems  coping  with  the 
growth  from  IPP,  and  IPP 
construction  has  not  even 
begun  yet.  They  have  the 
lime  plant  to  the  south,  the 
cement  plant  to  the  north, 
and  geothermal  developments 
to  the  west.  The  growth  rate 
Is  so  fast  that  they  are 
iftable  to  set  up  zoning, 
water  resources,  sewage 
disposal,  schools,  hospitals, 
etc.,  at  the  required  rate  at 
the  present  time.  When  IPP 
construction  gets  under  way, 
the  resources  for  planning 
and  construction  will  be 
taxed  to  the  limit.  If  MX  is 
placed  on  top  of  this  already 
heavy  burden,  the  system  will 
be  unable  to  cope  with  it. 

Again,  the  Interchangeable 
use  of  nautical  miles  and 
statute  miles  is  very  confus¬ 
ing  and  leads  to  Inconsis¬ 
tencies  throughout  the  DEIS. 
This  Inconsistency  should  be 
corrected. 

"...schools  built  and  main¬ 
tained  by  local  school 
boards."  Who  pays  for  the 
construction,  maintenance  and 
teachers?  There  will  be  no 
additional  tax  base.  Will 
the  federal  government  pay 
these  costs? 

The  definitions  and  require¬ 
ments  mentioned  in  this 
paragraph  provide  confusing 
parameters  for  mineral  explo¬ 
ration.  Additional  clarifi¬ 
cation  regarding  Inhabited 
buildings  and  the  "allowable 
activities"  (page  49,  Item  4) 
should  be  made. 

There  Is  no  mention  of  mining 
or  minerals  as  key  Issues 
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4-773  2 

4-774  1 

4-776  4 


4-776  4 


4-776  4 


sketchy  references  to  these 
dust  control  chemicals  are 
totally  Inadequate;  It  Is 
hoped  the  sifcsequent  EAs 
will  specifically  study  the 
affects  of  these  chemicals. 

2  The  word  construction  1 s 

ml sspel 1 e<T 

1  There  Is  a  typographical 
error,  with  the  words  of  the 
possibly  being  left  out”. 

1-2  While  birds  of  prey  may  only 

lose  a  little  hunting  area 
to  direct  construction 
actlv-ltles,  construction 
material  sites  have  the 
possibility  of  affecting 
Important  key  habitat,  such 
as  cliff  nesting  sites  in 
the  foothills  or  valleys. 

The  West  Desert  of  Utah 
contains  a  large  and  varied 
population  of  raptors. 

Raptor  surveys  should  be 
done  for  all  EAs  to  avoid 
raptor  nesting  sites.  If 
raptor  nests  must  be  de¬ 
stroyed,  mitigation  alterna¬ 
tives  exist  In  creating  new 
cliff  sites  artificially  or 
constructing  nesting  plat¬ 
forms  on  large  (138  KV) 
powerpoles. 

2  Thus  If  the  habitat  loss 
Includes  raptor  roost  sites 
and  nest  sites,  artificial 
structures  will  have  to  be 
constructed  to  offset  the 
Impact. 

2  A  definite  planned  revegeta¬ 

tion  program  needs  to  be 
developed  before  any  actual 
construction  begins.  All 
sites  disturbed  must  not  be 
allowed  to  just  revegetate 
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Section  3. 2. 2. 4  3-52-58 


3-52  3 


raised  In  the  scoping  pro¬ 
cess,  nor  are  these  listed  as 
significant  resources  In 
Table  1.7. 3-2  (pages  68-69), 
yet  mining  officials  pre¬ 
sented  problems  at  the  scop¬ 
ing  meetings.  This  Is  one  of 
the  main  Industries  In  Nevada 
and  Utah.  It  will  be  Impact¬ 
ed  both  directly  In  the  area 
of  deployment  and  In  the 
remaining  portions  of  the 
states. 

How  will  fair  compensation  be 
determined  for  mineral  depos¬ 
its  that  cannot  be  developed 
by  open-pit  methods?  How 
will  the  extent  of  the 
deposit  and  Its  ore  content 
be  determined?  Does  this 
paragraph  Infer  that  ore 
bodies  that  are  mined  by 
underground  methods  may  be 
mined  under  the  deployment 
area: 

Two  pages  of  text,  three 
tables  and  two  maps  Is  the 
total  extent  of  the  descrip¬ 
tion  of  mining  and  geology  in 
Nevada  and  Utah.  This  brief 
description  fails  to  utilize 
the  Information  presented  in 
ETR  11,  and  does  not  describe 
the  present  minerals  situa¬ 
tion  In  the  Great  Basin.  The 
maps  do  not  present  the 
recently  discovered  mineral 
deposits.  This  section  needs 
to  be  rewritten  and  upgraded. 

3  This  statement  Is  very  mis¬ 
leading.  Most  of  the  old 
mining  was  In  the  mountain 
ranges  because  the  outcrops 
were  easy  to  prospect. 

Present  research  and  tech¬ 
nology  allows  exploration  and 
development  beneath  very  deep 
alluvial  valley-fill.  There 
now  appears  to  be  great 


1 

1  PAGE 

PARAGRAPH 

SENTENCE  COMMENT 

potential  for  Mineral  explor- 

atlon  as  well  as  for  oil 
exploration  In  the  deep 
valleys.  It  becomes  even 

1 

more  critical  that  the  poten¬ 
tial  for  exploration  not  be 
stopped.  With  the  deployment 
of  MX  In  these  valleys, 
further  exploration  will  be 

» 

cut  off. 

3-52 

3 

4  This  statement  emphasizes  the 

depth  of  the  valley-fill  and 

not  the  range  of  valley-fill. 
Although  the  statement  is 
correct.  It  Is  very  mislead¬ 
ing. 

» 

3-52 

5 

This  paragraph  is  incorrect. 

The  oil  production  In  Rail¬ 
road  Valley;  Anaconda's  deep 

» 

exploration  for  Lead,  Zinc, 
and  Copper  In  the  Sevier 

Desert;  and  Exxon's  explora¬ 
tion  In  northern  Nevada  for 
Molybdenun  are  all  In  the 
valleys. 

> 

3-52 

6 

The  emphasis  placed  on  zeo¬ 
lites  In  this  paragraph  is 
far  over  done. 

Figure  3. 2. 2. 4-1  3-55 

This  map  Is  not  at  all  com¬ 
plete.  Such  large  discover¬ 
ies  as  Pine  Grove  in  the 

f 

lower  Wah  Wah  Valley  and  the 
Anaconda  discovery  in  the 

Sevier  Desert  are  not  on  the 
map,  even  though  mention  of 
them  is  In  the  text. 

» 

4-83 

1 

3  This  sentence  Is  In  contra- 

diction  to  the  remaining  text 
which  addresses  Itself  to  the 

» 

Impacts  of  MX  on  the  mining 

Industry.  Note  especially 
the  contradiction  In  para¬ 
graph  3,  sentence  5  on  the 

same  page. 

4-83 

3 

5  The  competition  for  labor 

will  not  only  put  most  of  the 

n-~. 

) 

_ 
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4-84  1 


4-86-90 


4-260  1 


4-270  2 


marginal  mining  establish¬ 
ments  out  of  business,  but 
will  also  cause  most  of  the 
larger  companies  to  withdraw 
and  relocate  their  efforts  to 
other  regions.  Most  mining 
operations  have  very  narrow 
profit  margins  because  of 
depressed  mineral  prices, 
therefore  any  Increase  in 
costs  will  make  the  operation 
unprof 1 tabl e . 

4  The  statement  on  improved 
access  In  valleys  is  only 
partially  true  because  cur¬ 
rently  access  is  good  in  the 
valleys. 

Fails  to  develop  and  enumer¬ 
ate  the  impacts  of  MX  on 
mineral  development  and 
exploration.  The  verifica¬ 
tion  of  numerous  mining 
claims  will  take  many  years 
and  is  not  feasible  within 
the  construction  time  table. 

A  great  deal  of  time  before 
development  of  a  mineral 
deposit  is  spent  verifying 
the  value  and  extent  of  the 
deposits.  What  mitigation 
will  there  be  and  how  will 
the  terms  of  compensation  be 
determined? 

3  The  statement  Is  completely 

misleading.  The  tremendous 
demand  for  labor  and  materi¬ 
als  will  have  such  strong 
impacts  upon  the  other  large 
projects  that  It  may  well 
stop  such  projects  from 
taking  place. 

5-6  Sweetwater  Coifity,  Wyoming 

with  only  an  employment 
growth  of  27  percent  per  year 
experienced  unmanageable 
growth.  How  can  Beaver 
Cointy,  Utah  ever  be  expected 
to  cope  with  the  projected 


I 


» 


» 


» 


» 


I 


I 


» 


» 
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ETR  11 


growth  rate  of  500  percent? 

No  where  does  the  DEIS  show 
how  the  many  problems  arising 
from  such  growth  Is  to  be 
mitigated. 

4-571  1  The  Allen-Warner  Valley 

Project  now  appears  to  be 
scuttled  by  decisions  from 
Washington  and  the  California 
backers.  Where  will  the 
power  now  come  from  for  the 
operating  base?  Does  this 
put  the  MX  In  direct  competi¬ 
tion  with  all  the  other 
development  In  the  area? 


94  1  Development  of  mines  takes 

five  to  ten  years  not  two  to 
five  years  as  stated. 

10  partial  Pediments  are  mineralization 

belts  and  can  be  mined.  This 
is  stated  here  and  in  Chapter 
III,  page  3.52,  but  Impacts 
to  this  area  are  only  super¬ 
ficially  addressed.  Later  on 
page  50,  it  states  that  most 
metallic  mineral  resources 
are  located  in  the  momtain 
ranges  not  in  the  valleys. 
This  is  a  contradiction. 

22  2  2  Reports  extensive  exploration 

activity  because  of  minerali¬ 
zation  and  ease  of  access. 
This  Is  not  mentioned  in 
either  the  Affected  Environ¬ 
ment  or  Environmental  Conse¬ 
quences  DEIS  chapters.  In 
fact  on  page  4-84,  It  states 
that  access  would  be  Improved 
by  the  road  system  construc¬ 
ted  for  MX  deployment.  This 
Is  a  contradiction  and  not 
true. 
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» 


Presently  100-200  Mining  I 

companies  are  engaged  In 
exploration  activities  In  the 
Great  Basin.  Reno  and  Salt 
Lake  City  are  the  area  head¬ 
quarters  for  these  companies. 

50  2  2  Correctly  states  mine  devel-  1 

opment  takes  up  to  10  years. 

Yet  on  page  47,  It  states 

that  for  mining  Industry  to 

take  advantage  of  MX  labor 

force  the  deposit  Mould  need  I 

to  be  discovered  In  the  next 

two  years  and  be  ready  for 

development  during  the  MX 

construction  or  Immediately 

foil  owl ng. 

This  situation  Is  not  pos-  * 

slble  because  the  competition 
for  labor  during  MX  construc¬ 
tion  would  preclude  mineral 
development.  This  is  stated 
on  page  54.  Many  of  the  I 

large  companies  have  stated 
that  the  Inflated  costs  and 
labor  competition  with  MX 
would  drive  them  from  the 
Great  Basin.  Mines  pay  taxes 
and  MX  will  not.  This  period  I 

of  no  mineral  development 
would  be  10  years  and  comes 
at  a  critical  time  when 
exploration  and  development 
Is  gaining  momentum.  The 
mining  Industry  Is  just  I 

beginning  to  discover  the 
deeper  deposits  In  this  area 
and  It  Is  going  to  require 
time  and  resources  to  exten¬ 
sively  explore. 

Table  3. 3. 3-1  depicts  MX  1 

potential  for  attracting 
labor  from  mining  ventures. 

The  text  does  not  elaborate 

on  the  fact  that  most  of 

exploration  work  force  Is  I 

nonunion.  This  situation 

would  favor  project- j imping 

by  labor,  debilitating  many 

explrratlon  efforts. 

» 


LOCAL  ENERGY  AND  NONRENEWABLE  RESOURCES  REVIEW  TEAM 


General  Comments 


A  lot  of  valuable  Information  has  been  put  together  on  the  Impacts  of  MX  on 
energy  in  southwestern  Utah;  in  many  cases  it  is  general  in  nature,  when  it 
should  be  specific.  It  is  also  hard  in  the  DEIS  to  separate  renewable  and 
nonrenewable  resources.  As  a  general  statemert,  the  DEIS  would  be  a  better 
product  if  the  Air  Force  had  used  more  local  firms  in  its  development.  In 
many  ways  it  is  very  impersonal. 

The  following  problem  areas  should  receive  much  more  extensive  documentation: 

1.  The  assumption  that  gas  lines  will  be  built. 

2.  The  assumption  that  transmission  lines  and  gas  lines  will  not  be  stalled 
by  environmental  considerations,  right-of-way  acquisition,  etc..  The  DEIS 
assumes  that  lines  will  follow  existing  roads  without  mitigation  of  visual 
pollution. 

3.  The  assumption  that  fuel  allocations  to  the  area  will  be  adjusted— what 
will  that  do  to  the  regional  supplies. 

4.  Many  statements  are  merely  speculative,  wishful  thinking  concerning 
coordination  between  local  officials,  developers,  utility  companies,  etc.. 

5.  Spinoffs  of  energy  research  having  national  benefits  are  not  quantified. 

6.  Pollution  is  not  quantified. 

7.  Wind  and  solar  conditions  are  not  quantified. 

8.  Relationships  with  other  development  in  the  region  neglected. 

Specific  Comments 
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4-561 


4-562 


The  Energy  Petroleum  Alloca¬ 
tion  Act  of  1973  sets  up 
allocation  guidelines  for 
impacted  areas.  Does  this 
protect  the  baseline  use: 
supply  and  demand  and 
pricing? 

The  assumption  that  workers 
will  move  from  harsher  cli¬ 
mates  is  speculation  and  in 
many  cases  the  local  climate 
would  be  -harsher  than  their 
own. 


Figure  4.3.2 
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4-562 

1 

3 

What  is  to  guarantee  that 
energy  conservation  features 
would  be  used  by  buildings 
not  directly  related  to 
construction  or  operation  of 
MX? 

4-562 

1 

The  first  cost  of  installing 
of  alternative  energy  sources 
(photo-voltaics,  etc.)  was 
not  stated. 

4-562 

1 

Inadequate  solar  and  wind 
data.  (Cedar  City,  for 
instance,  is  considered 
unsuitable  for  wind  power  due 
to  highly  variable  winds.) 

10-2  4-565 

Map  does  not  distinguish 
between  existing  and  proposed 
transmission  lines. 

4-566 

1 

3 

Harry  Allen  Power  Plant  has 
been  scrapped. 

4-566 

1 

4 

DEIS  assumes  timely  coordina¬ 
tion  of  power  plant  construc¬ 
tion.  Construction  time 
tables  are  typically  inaccu¬ 
rate. 

4-566 

1 

5 

Solutions  to  problems  of 
rerouting  transmission  lines 
are  not  adequately  addressed. 

4-566 

2 

1 

Alternative  energy  improving 
the  regional  energy  supplies 
is  speculation. 

4-566 

2 

4 

Why  are  concerns  of  spills, 
explosions  and  air  pollution 
considered  minor? 

4-566 

2 

5 

Perhaps  fuel  lines  through 
the  DDA  would  not  be  exten¬ 
sive,  but  main  lines  (such  as 
the  line  paralleling  1-15) 
would  have  significant  im¬ 
pacts. 

Figure  4.3.2. 
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4-566 

2 

How  would  Impacts  of  lines 
through  pristine  areas  be 
mitigated? 

Does  not  distinguish  between 
existing  and  proposed  pipe¬ 
lines. 

4-570 

3 

1 

What  are  impacts  on  the 
nation  as  a  whole? 

4-570 

4 

How  can  conformance  by  pri¬ 
vate  individuals  be  measured, 
especially  with  already 
overworked  inspectors. 
Coordination  with  local 
utilities  is  assumed  (how?). 

4-571 

5 

1 

How  can  pipeline  construction 
keep  up  with  growth,  with 
labor  and  material  shortages 
eminent? 

4-571 

6 

2 

Can  the  Air  Force  speak  for 
Utah  Power  &  Light? 

4-572 

1 

Cumulative  effects  of  IPP  and 
Alternative  2  on  Delta  are 
not  addressed. 

4-576 

2 

2 

Why  would  air  pollution  from 
fuel  burning  be  a  problem  in 
Texas/New  Mexico  and  not  in 
Utah/Nevada? 

4-576 

6 

Contradiction  between  para¬ 
graph  6  and  2.  In  one  case 
air  pollution  is  expected  to 
result  and  in  the  other  it  is 
not  expected  to  be  signifi¬ 
cant. 

5-150- 

151 

Index  has  several  errors, 
namely  references  to  non¬ 
existent  sections.  For 
instance: 

Electricity: 
4. 2. 5. 2.8 
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Energy: 

2.5.26 

2.6.25 

2.7.25 


.8.25  3. 
.9.25  3. 
.11.26  3. 


2.1.2 

3.2.4 

4.1.2.11 


LOCAL  AGRICULTURE  REVIEW  TEAM 


General  Comments 


The  overall  assessment  of  Impacts  to  agriculture  by  construction  of  the  MX 
system  gives  the  Impression  that  there  will  be  Insignificant  effects  regard¬ 
less  of  whether  the  MOB  Is  located  at  Coyote  Springs,  Beryl ,  Milford  or  Delta. 
This  impression  Is  Inaccurate.  Removing  2000  acres  of  farmland  and/or  160,000 
acres  of  grazing  land  has  a  domino  effect  on  the  whole  area;  this  will  not  be 
offset  by  the  money  coming  In  for  MX  construction.  Laborers  on  MX  are  not 
going  to  pay  the  bank  loans  used  to  buy  cattle,  or  machinery  or  deep  well 
pimping  systems.  Likewise,  a  cattleman  deprived  of  his  range  rights  In  1982 
cannot  survive  for  10  to  12  years  waiting  for  his  range  to  be  returned  to 
pti>11c  use. 

Land  that  Is  presently  fanned  and  that  then  lays  idle  due  to  diversion  of 
water  rights  to  MX  does  not  remain  static.  Noxious  weeds  spring  up,  wind, 
water,  etc.  erodes  topsoils  and  destroys  plant  nutrients;  It  will  take  years 
to  restore  the  land  to  Its  former  productive  state. 

General  Comments 


1.  One  serious  effect  of  building  the  MX  system  In  Utah  and  Nevada  would  be 
the  further  decline  in  the  already  short  labor  supply.  That  could  cause 
the  elimination  of  some  ranch  and  farm  operations. 

2.  Future  regional  Inflation  caused  by  MX  would  multiply  the  problems  of  the 
agricultural  enterprises  in  the  area.  In  the  Wyoming  coal  and  oil  devel¬ 
opment  areas,  the  cost  of  living  is  30  percent  higher  than  other  places 
not  affected. 

3.  Competition  for  agricultural  land  for  development  causes  inflated  land 
prices.  This  prohibits  the  purchase  of  land  to  Increase  the  size  of  farm 
and  ranch  units.  Most  units  need  to  be  Increased  in  size  to  make  them 
economical . 

4.  Taking  2000  acres  of  farmland  out  of  production  in  the  Milford  area  would 
decrease  alfalfa  hay  and  corn  silage  production.  This  decrease  in  forage 
production  could  decrease  the  dairy  and  beef  Industry  In  the  area,  and 
would  affect  the  economy  of  the  area.  Agricultural  production  Is  a 
renewable  resource  that  can  continue  Indefinitely,  whereas  the  MX  will  be 
discontinued  after  a  period  of  years. 

5.  Beef  and  dairy  production  has  a  multiplier  affect  of  about  four,  so  any 
decrease  In  production  would  greatly  effect  the  local  economy. 

6.  It  Is  stated  that  overgrazing  Is  taking  place  on  the  range  lands  in  the 
area  (page  17).  Some  overgrazing  has  taken  place  in  the  past,  but  severe 
cuts  have  been  made  on  most  ranges  In  the  area.  Most  ranges  are  improving 
at  the  present  time. 

7.  General  McCarthy  has  pibllcly  stated  on  several  occasions  that  five  acres 
per  shelter  would  be  effected,  yet  the  DEIS  states  (page  17)  that  160,000 


acres  of  vegetation  will  Initially  be  removed.  4,600  shelters  x  5  acres 
■  23,000  acres;  160,000  acres  •  23,000  *  137,000  acres  4,600  shelters  * 
29.78  acres  per  shelter,  not  five  acres  per  shelter.  Why  this  great 
dl screpancy? 

8.  Water 

I.  Ground  water 

A.  Any  use  of  ground  water  by  the  MX  project  will  result  In  the 
lowering  of  the  ground  water  table. 

B.  Use  of  ground  water  will  result  In  the  removal  of  some  land 
from  agricultural  use.  The  exact  acreage  is  difficult  to 
determl ne. 

C.  Trucking  water  Is  not  practical  and  It  would  still  require 
water . 

D.  Even  the  temporary  removal  of  land  from  agricultural  use  is 
damaging  to  the  soil.  This  is  especially  true  when  soil  has 
adverse  salt  conditions.  Any  removal  of  land  from  agricul¬ 
tural  use  should  be  only  a  last  resort. 

E.  Any  lowering  of  the  ground  water  table  will  increase  the  costs 
of  pimping  water.  This  will  be  a  problem  for  the  agricultural 
producer. 

F.  It  is  stated  that  continued  removal  of  ground  water  sources 
will  very  likely  damage  water  quality  {pages  2-121  and  4- 
23).  This  is  later  contradicted  (page  4-774)  where  it  states 
"no  significant  impacts  on  groundwater  quality  is  expected." 

II.  Surface  water 

A.  The  total  amount  of  available  surface  water  is  currently  being 
utilized,  except  on  occasion  when  some  water  is  released  when 
storage  facilities  are  at  capacity.  This  is  not  a  yearly 
occurrence  and  therefore  cannot  be  relied  on. 

B.  Approximately  8000  acres  of  farmland  will  be  removed  from 
production  in  the  Delta  area  due  to  the  construction  of  the 
Intermountaln  Power  Project.  This  amount  is  a  significant 
proportion  to  the  total  nunber  of  acres. 

9.  Reduction  of  Irrigated  acreage 

I.  Both  the  Delta  and  Milford  areas  could  lose  2000  acres.  This 

amoirt  is  significant  and  should  only  be  a  last  resort. 

II.  The  Delta  area  will  lose  8000  acres  due  to  IPP. 

III.  Table  3. 2. 3.8-2  (page  3-170)  Is  In  error;  there  already  is  a 

serious  reduction  In  the  Irrigated  acres  In  Utah.  Trend  needs  to 

be  changed. 


10.  Agriculture  labor  force 


1.  Securing  qualified  agricultural  employees  Is  difficult  at  best. 
Increased  construction  In  the  Delta  area  will  result  In  a  serious 
reduction  of  the  already  critically  low  labor  force.  MX  construc¬ 
tion  will  result  In  serious  problems  because  of  the  differences 
between  agriculture  and  construction  salaries.  This  will  result 
In  decreasing  the  availability  of  qualified  agricultural  laborers. 

11.  Loss  of  AUMs 

I.  Restoration  of  all  grazing  areas  to  preconstruction  levels  is 
Important. 

II.  Alternative  grazing  areas  need  to  be  made  available  during  the 
construction  period. 

12.  Private  land 

I.  There  should  be  no  direct  impacts  on  private  land  for  the  Nevada/ 
Utah  deployment  alternative  but  there  could  be  Indirect  impacts. 

II.  All  locations  would  have  dramatic  increases  in  land  prices  due  to 
MX  construction.  This  will  result  in  a  sharp  increase  in  agricul¬ 
tural  land  prices  as  well.  This  action  will  deter  acquisition  of 
land  for  agricultural  use. 

13.  Impacts  to  native  vegetation 

I.  Any  disturbance  of  the  native  vegetation  most  probably  will  result 
in  an  increase  of  certain  weedly  species.  The  most  important 
potential  weed  problem  is  halogeton.  This  weed  is  difficult  to 
control  and  is  dangerous  to  livestock.  It  may  be  difficult  to  re¬ 
establish  vegetation. 

II.  Revegetation  is  expensive.  Also,  in  some  cases  up  to  a  century  or 
more.  This  problem  will  also  affect  grazing  rights. 

III.  Loss  of  vegetation  will  increase  soil  erosion. 

Most  of  the  estimates  of  agriculture  losses  are  conservative.  MX  construction 
will  adversely  affect  the  agricultural  industry  in  Utah  unless  a  complete 
comprehensive  planning  program  Is  utilized.  Planning  for  these  problems 
should  start  immediately  to  minimize  the  impacts  of  MX  on  agriculture.  It  may 
be  possible  to  develop  adequate  programs  if  the  work  is  started  now. 

14.  Revegetation 

I.  Irrigation  will  be  required  on  areas  where  precipitation  is  less 
than  eight  inche-;.— this  is  80  percent  of  the  deployment  area.  The 
lower,  warmer  valleys  will  require  additional  irrigation  to  over¬ 
come  evapotransplration.  This  is  an  additional  drain  on  the 
ground  water  source.  Generally  these  warmer  valleys  have  the 
lowest  amoint  of  water  yield.  This  is  not  addressed  in  the  DEIS 


(pages  4-23-26) 


II.  One  mitigation  Measure  offered  In  the  DEIS  Is  to  reduce  water  use 
through  elimination  of  Irrigation  for  revegetation  (page  4-33, 
para.  1).  This  Is  In  direct  contradiction  to  the  requirements  for 
revegetation  of  disturbed  areas. 


self  1c  Comments 


PAGE  PARAGRAPH  SENTENCE  COMMENT 


Section  2.3.1  2-115- 

121 


Ground  water  requirements  for 
Coyote  Springs  Indicates  a 
significant  adverse  Impact  on 
agricultural  use,  which  is 
further  amplified  on  pages 
153-154.  Stopping  the 
development  of  a  70,000  acre 
agricultural  program  that  is 
essential  to  the  sustenance 
of  a  Native  American  culture 
Is  critical . 


2-121  6  3-4  Removal  of  2000  acres  of 

irrigated  farmland  by  buying 
existing  water  rights— "addi¬ 
tional  Impacts  would  be 
possible."  This  is  an  under¬ 
statement.  Over  the  past  20 
years,  this  valley  has  been  a 
developing  farm  economy  that 
Includes  the  purchase  of 
expensive  farm  machinery, 
upgrading  farm  production  and 
an  Increase  In  dairy  opera¬ 
tions  (not  only  in  Utah  but 
for  Nevada  and  California  as 
well).  The  removal  of  land 
producing  7  to  10  tons  of 
alfalfa  or  25  to  30  tons  of 
corn  would  certainly  have  an 
Impact  on  the  industry. 

2-126  1  1  7500  acres  of  native  vegeta¬ 

tion  would  be  removed.  Much 
of  this  is  edible  forage  for 
cattle. 


Removal  of  5500  acres  of 
native  vegetations  certainly 
does  create  a  permanent  major 
Impact. 


2-126 


4 
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PAGE 


PARAGRAPH  SENTENCE 


COMMENT 


2-134  4-5  An  estimated  30,000  direct 

jobs  plus  an  additional 
22,000  to  30,000  Indirect 
jobs  Mould  create  an  Imbal¬ 
anced  labor  market  that  Mould 
compete  for  all  of  the  avail¬ 
able  agricultural  employees, 
and  drive  Mages  to  prohibi¬ 
tive  levels. 

17  1  2  The  reference  made  to  over- 

grazing  implying  it  Is  a 
continuous  condition  Is  not 
true.  Overgrazing  did  occur 
years  ago,  but  public  lands 
are  being  restored  to  a 
carrying  capacity  In  many 
areas  that  Is  greater  than 
existing  prior  to  overgraz¬ 
ing. 

In  addition,  the  reference  to 
the  loss  of  specific  AUMs  on 
the  pii>11c  lands  as  not  being 
significant  to  the  overall 
grazing  program  does  not 
consider  the  Impacts  on  those 
individuals  Mho  are  unfortun¬ 
ate  enough  to  have  an  allot¬ 
ment  within  the  OB  site. 

Due  to  the  vastness  of  the 
desert  and  the  limited  amount 
of  water  for  livestock, 
little  damage  would  occur  to 
the  grazing  of  ptblic  lands. 
We  do  feel  that  because  water 
has  always  been  the  determin¬ 
ing  factor  In  the  development 
of  agriculture  In  Utah  and 
Nevada,  that  diversion  of 
present  usage  will  hurt 
agriculture  on  a  permanent 
basis. 


LOCAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  HEALTH  REVIEW  TEAM 


General  C^.jmnts 

It  should  be  noted  that  upon  review  of  the  environmental  health  sections  of 
the  MX  DEIS  these  particular  sections  were  dealt  with  lightly  or  not  at  all. 
Therefore,  the  following  review  statements  are  general,  but  should  be  elabor¬ 
ated  on.  In  full,  prior  to  any  Initiation  of  construction  for  MX.  It  Is  felt 
that  these  Issues  are  of  great  concern  and  should  be  dealt  with  fully. 


self  1c  Comments 


1.  The  sections  of  the  MX  DEIS  dealing  with  air  quality  appear  to  deal 
mainly  with  the  temporary  air  quality  effects  during  the  construction 
phase;  they  do  not  effectively  address  the  long-term  effects  to  air 
degradation  after  completion  of  the  total  project.  The  following  cate¬ 
gories  were  not  effectively  dealt  with  In  the  DEIS  and  should  have 
further  consideration  In  the  FEIS: 


I.  When  construction  of  the  operating  and  support  bases  Is  complete, 
what  total  Impact  will  be  Imparted  to  overall  air  quality,  i.e.: 

A.  Total  increase  in  emissions  due  to  increased  vehicular  traffic 
on  and  off-base  due  to  Increased  population. 

B.  Affects  of  emissions  due  to  increased  air  traffic. 


C.  Facilities  on-base  that  will  possibly  affect  air  quality. 

1.  Will  heat  facilities  on-base  be  coal,  gas,  oil,  or 
electric;  and  what  will  be  the  affects  on  air  quality? 


2.  Will  there  be  any  Incineration  facilities  on  base? 


D.  Will  there  be  any  methods  used  in  the  assembly  and  con¬ 
struction  areas  that  would  cause  any  appreciable  affects  on 
air  quality? 

E.  What  affects  and  In  what  quantity  will  emission  from  rocket 
firing  test  facilities  have  on  air  quality? 

F.  When  construction  of  gravel  and  dirt  roads  Is  completed  In  the 
deployment  area,  are  there  effective  chemicals  or  other  means 
available  to  control  fugitive  dust  caused  by  Inherent  weather 
conditions?  If  available,  will  these  controls  be  Initiated? 


2.  The  MX  DEIS  does  not  respond  to  the  potential  for  Increased  noise  pollu¬ 
tion  In  areas  adjacent  to  v.he  operating  and  support  bases.  Some  areas 
that  need  consideration  In  the  FEIS  are: 


I.  By  what  amouit  will  noise  pollution  be  Increased  by  air  traffic  in 
vicinity  of  the  air  strips? 


ft 


II.  What  amount  of  noise  pollution  will  be  generated  by  test  firing 
rocket  engines  In  association  wtlh  the  OBTS? 

III.  What  affect  will  the  Increased  noise  pollution  have  on  the  well* 
being  of  Individuals  In  surrounding  populations? 

3.  It  has  been  noted  In  the  MX  DEIS  that  many  communities  within  the  MX 
Impact  area  will  receive  significant  population  Increases.  The  DEIS 
failed  to  comment  on  the  Impacts  to  existing  water  supplies  for  those 
affected  communlltes.  Areas  that  should  be  addressed  in  the  FEIS  are: 

I.  Do  those  communities  that  will  receive  significant  Increases  in 
population  have  existing  water  systems  capable  of  delivering  an 
adequate  amount  of  water  to  the  Increased  mmber  of  culinary 
connections  that  will  be  attendant  with  population  growth? 

II.  Will  those  communlltes  not  having  adequate  water  systems  to  serve 
the  Increased  population  have  the  capability  to  acquire  additional 
water  rights  and  physical  facilities  to  meet  the  Increased  water 
demand? 

4.  With  the  advent  of  MX,  those  communities  experiencing  additional  popula¬ 
tion  growth  could  also  experience  problems  with  handling  the  additional 
amounts  of  wastewater  generated  by  the  Increased  populations.  Some 
points  which  should  be  addressed  in  the  FEIS  are: 

I.  What  type  of  sewage  facilities  are  available  to  those  communities 
that  will  be  affected? 

II.  Are  those  facilities  capable  of  adequately  handling  the  increased 
wastewater? 

III.  Are  there  any  Inherent  problems  with  the  existing  facilities? 

IV.  If  present  systems  are  not  capable  of  handling  Increased  amotmts 
of  sewage,  do  those  communities  have  resources  available  for 
expansion  of  their  present  sewage  system?  Are  there  feasible 
alternatives? 

5.  The  MX  DEIS  Indicates  Isolated  construction  camps  will  be  built  during 
the  Initial  phase  of  MX.  The  DEIS  failed  to  address  those  questions 
dealing  with  environmental  health  and  sanitation  at  the  construction 
camps.  Areas  that  need  to  be  addressed  In  the  FEIS  are: 

I.  Will  the  construction  camp  have  a  chemically  and  bacteriologically 
suitable  supply  of  potable  water?  How  will  the  water  be  supplied? 

II.  What  means  of  wastewater  disposal  will  be  employed?  Are  soil 
conditions  suitable  for  underground  wastewater  disposal? 

III.  What  standards  will  be  met  for  housing  workmen? 

IV.  How  will  solid  waste  generated  by  work  camps  be  properly  disposed 
of? 


I 
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V.  What  type  of  food  service  facility  win  be  at  the  construction 
camps  to  Insure  safe,  quality  meals  for  the  laborers. 

VI.  What  type  end  quantity  of  sanitary  facilities  will  be  provided  for 
employees,  e.g.,  toilets,  showers,  lavatories,  etc.? 

6.  During  and  after  construction  of  the  MX,  additional  pressure  will  be 
Incurred  at  present  recreation  facilities.  Environmental  health  Issues 
that  should  be  addressed  In  the  FE1S  are: 

I.  Are  sanitary  facilities  (restrooms)  at  present  developed  recre¬ 
ation  sites  adequate  to  handle  the  Increased  visitor  use? 

*  II.  Are  the  culinary  water  supplies  capable  of  supporting  an  Increase 

In  visitors? 

III.  Is  the  wastewater  system  adequate  to  handle  Increased  demands? 

IV.  Is  there  suitable  means  of  handling  the  additional  solid  waste 
generated  by  Increased  use  of  the  present  established  facilities? 

7.  Although  hazardous  waste  was  covered  by  the  MX  DEIS,  there  are  certain 
specific  areas  that  should  be  covered  in  the  FEIS: 

I.  What  specific  hazardous  wastes  will  be  generated? 

II.  Will  presently  established  hazardous  waste  sites  be  utilized? 

III.  Will  additional  sites  be  established  for  disposal  of  hazardous 
wastes? 

IV.  What  precautions  will  be  established  to  Insure  against  accidents 
or  spills  Involving  hazardous  wastes? 

8.  The  extent  to  which  the  MX  DEIS  has  dealt  with  solid  waste  appears  to  be 
Inadequate  to  address  the  problems  of  solid  waste  management.  The  DEIS 
appears  to  deal  only  with  those  facilities  which  are  presently  In  use  by 

•  those  affected  counties  and  communities.  Some  pertinent  categories  to  be 
addressed  In  the  FEIS  are: 

I.  Will  present  established  landfills  be  capable  of  handling  the 
Increased  solid  waste  volunes? 

II.  Will  the  Increased  amount  of  solid  waste  shorten  the  life  of 
present  landfill  sites? 

III.  Is  additional  pti>11c  or  private  land  readily  available  to  counties 
or  cities  to  expand  landfill  sites  If  necessary? 

IV.  Is  the  equipment  presently  In  use  at  landfill  sites  adequate  to 
handle  the  Increased  burden? 

V.  Will  the  proposed  operating  and  support  bases  develop  their  own 
landfills  or  use  existing  facilities? 
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VI.  Mill  those  communities  or  counties  not  oepratlng  landfills  have 
the  wans  to  obtain  land  and  provide  for  proper  disposal  of  solid 
waste? 

VII.  Mhat  Increased  amount  of  solid  waste  Is  projected? 

9.  The  MX  DEIS  did  not  appear  to  adequately  address  Industrial  hygiene.  All 
phases  of  Industrial  hygiene  that  could  have  any  detrimental  effects  on 
civilian  workers  and  military  personnel  should  be  addressed  In  the  FEIS. 

10.  The  MX  OEIS  deals  mainly  with  temporary  water  pollution  problems  but  does 
not  effectively  deal  with  long-term  affects  after  construction  has  been 
completed.  Areas  that  should  be  addressed  In  the  FEIS  are: 

I.  Will  any  new  wastewater  treatment  facilities  be  constructed  which 
will  discharge  to  any  surface  waters? 

II.  Will  there  be  any  appreciable  effects  by  runoff  from  disturbed 
land  surfaces,  such  as  roads,  to  surface  waters. 

III.  What  are  the  potentials  for  contaminations  of  underground  aquifers 
from  Increased  use  of  underground  wastewater  disposal  systems. 

11.  The  MX  DEIS  did  not  cover  many  concerns  and  areas  that  will  impact  any  of 
the  local  and  state  agencies  located  wtihin  the  MX  impact  area.  With 
Increased  temporary  and  permanent  population,  local  and  state  health 
agencies'  workloads  are  going  to  be  drastically  Increased.  Areas  of 
concern  that  should  be  addressed  in  the  FEIS  are: 

I.  All  areas  of  environmental  health  services  will  increase  with  the 
advent  of  MX  (e.g.,  hotel,  motel  sanitation,  swimming  pools. 
Increased  land  development  such  as  trailer  courts  and 
sitodivlslons,  new  food  service  facilities,  etc.)  Are  present 
agencies  adequately  staffed  to  handle  increased  work  loads? 

II.  Do  local  and  state  health  agencies  have  the  capabilities  to 

increase  staff  and  facilities  to  accommodate  increased  work  loads. 

III.  Will  assistance  be  available  to  help  alleviate  the  burden  on  local 
governmental  agencies. 


LOCAL  HATER  RESOURCES  REVIEW  TEAM 


General  C 


State  water  laws  will  protect  existing  water  right  owners  If  followed.  Recom- 
■end  transporting  water  from  nondeveloped  areas  to  the  Milford  OB.  Legisla¬ 
tive  authorization  must  recognize  unanticipated  Impacts  and  provide  a  process 
for  payment  of  Impact  mitigation  monies  without  long  delays  for  reimbursement. 
Technology  Is  not  available  to  evaluate  all  of  the  Impacts  from  water  develop¬ 
ment  without  pumping  data.  This  makes  development  and  Impacts  conjunctive. 
Evaluation  of  Impacts  must  be  provided  as  development  takes  place. 

Specific  Comments 


PARAGRAPH  SENTENCE 


COMMENT 


Table  2.2-5 


Total  water  required  may  be 
low. 


2-100 


Utah  has  closed  ground  water 
basins  which  require 
exchange-in-use,  not  the 
additional  demand  on  basins. 


2-101  partial 


2-101 


2-115 


2-121 


2-122 


Add  Holt  Mine  being  developed 
by  Ranchers  Exploration.  The 
Holt  Mine  has  excess  water 
which  may  be  available  for 
exchange  purposes. 

Permanent  stream  flows  are 
allocated,  however,  intermit¬ 
tent  flows  and  water  harvest¬ 
ing  may  be  developed  without 
adverse  impacts  to  existing 
rights. 

Exchange  of  water  rights 
would  not  lower  ground  water 
levels.  Escalante  Valley  has 
areas  such  as  Lund  with  high 
ground  water  levels. 

2,000  acres  of  land  is  high 
If  5,000  acre-feet  is  re¬ 
quired  for  base.  Present 
allocation  Is  4  acre-feet  per 
acre  per  year. 

The  area  Is  located  In  allu¬ 
vial-fill  valleys  which 
nature  has  constructed  over 
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2-122 

2-159 

2-189 


PARAGRAPH  SENTENCE  COMMENT 

many  years.  The  Impact  of 
man  will  be  minor  with  the 
low  precipitation  which 
occurs.  Erosion  Impacts  will 
be  low  due  to  limited  runoff. 

Ranking  Is  based  on  state 
legal  process  or  on  Impact  to 
water  resource  only. 

See  comment  p.  2-122  para.  4. 

2  5  Five  percent  Impact  on  ground 

water  Is  approximately  same 
as  on  Beryl  or  Milford,  since 
demand  Is  approximately  five 
percent  of  present  use. 
Beryl/Milford  Is  rated  high 
impact  while  Dal  hart  Is  rated 
low. 
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LOCAL  MANPOWER  A  EMPLOYMENT  REVIEW  TEAM 


Specific  Comments 

1.  Direct  and  Indirect  Employment 


Section  2.3.14  (pages  2-134-136)  states  that  the  peak  direct  MX  employ¬ 
ment  will  be  30,000  and  the  Indirect  employment  will  be  22,000-30,000. 
These  figures  are  not  consistent  with  the  three  alternative  employment 
estimates  Identified  In  Chapter  1  (Errata  Sheet  No.  3).  The  highest  of 
the  three  alternatives  shows  a  peak  direct  MX  employment  of  22,228. 

The  multiplier,  which  was  apparently  used  to  compute  Indirect  employment 
rest.  Ing  from  both  the  construction  phase  and  the  operation  phase,  was 
apparently  less  than  1,  as  reflected  in  the  following  figures  taken  from 
this  section. 


Direct  Indirect 

1987  peak  construction  30,000  22, 000-30, 000 

1991  operations  13,200  6,000 

The  multiplier  used  seems  1ow--Job  Service  would  normally  use  a  multi¬ 
plier  between  one  and  three,  depending  on  whether  the  work  force  was 
temporary  or  permanent— pi  us  other  factors. 

In  regard  to  employment  demand  in  the  region  of  Impact,  the  DEIS  simply 
states  that  "shortages  of  workers  would  become  acute."  The  review  team 
feels  that  more  work  should  be  done  to  assess  the  serious  competitive 
effects  of  MX-drawIng  employees  from  local  employers  who  cannot  compete 
with  the  higher  paying  jobs. 

2.  Baseline 

Section  3. 2. 1.2  (pages  3-5-9)  Indicates  that  Baseline  2  includes  prospec¬ 
tive  developments  In  Beaver  County,  but  does  not  include  any  developments 
In  Iron  County  (specifically  Rancher's  Exploration).  This  Is  a  silver 
nine  which  currently  employs  approximately  40  workers  and  plans  to  employ 
80-100  people  by  1982. 

There  Is  an  Inconsistency  between  Sections  3.2.1  and  3.4.5  regarding  the 
number  of  employees  projected  for  the  Pine  Grove  Molybdenum  Project. 
Section  3.2.1  states  that  the  molybdenun  project  will  have  a  sustained 
employment  level  of  1,000  persons  during  operations.  Section  3.4.5 
states  that  the  project  will  Increase  to  700  in  1984  and  level-off. 

Table  3.2.1.  2-2  and  Baseline  2  (pages  3-6  and  3-10)  show  the  Martin 
Marietta  Cement  Plant  located  In  Millard  County.  The  plant  Is  actually 
located  In  Juab  County. 

3.  Methodology  for  Disaggregating  the  Employment 

The  methodology  for  distributing  the  civilian  employment  (ETR  27)  at 
either  a  Milford  or  Delta  operating  base  does  not  appear  sound.  The 
committee  feels  that  less  than  90  percent  of  the  civilian  work  force  will 


live  In  Millard  or  Beaver  Counties  should  one  of  those  sites  be  chosen 
for  an  operating  base. 

4.  Unempl oyment  Rate 

ETR  27  projects  a  constant  baseline  employment  rate  for  each  county 
wtlhln  the  region  of  Impact  from  1982-1994.  Unemployment  rates  tend  to 
be  cyclical  In  nature,  but  this  was  not  taken  Into  consideration. 

5.  Projection  of  Employment  by  Occupation 

The  DEIS  projects  total  direct  and  Indirect  jobs  (ETR  27),  but  does  not 
Include  any  Information  related  to  projection  of  jobs  by  occupational 
classification.  Occupational  classification  data  Is  Important  In  asses¬ 
sing  the  Impacts  on  existing  businesses,  the  local  labor  pool  and  voca¬ 
tional  programs  provided  In  the  local  schools  and  colleges.  More  effort 
should  be  made  to  Increase  the  level  of  detail  In  this  area. 

6.  Population  and  Employment 

The  DEIS  lists  30,000  jobs  at  peak,  with  a  maxinun  population  growth  of 
85,000.  This  Is  a  2.81/1  job-to-populatlon  multiplication  factor,  a  low 
ratio.  Most  common  multiplication  factor  Is  five,  with  some  members  of 
Industry  using  seven.  Using  five  means  a  population  of  at  least  150,000. 

Beaver  County  presently  has  1,600  persons  employed.  Growth  is  projected 
to  4,600  jobs  In  12  years.  Mining  would  supply  1,800  new  jobs  (of  the 
4,600).  This  would  more  than  double  Beaver  County's  population  by  1992. 

The  competition  for  labor  and  the  cost  of  Inflation  will  greatly  Inhibit 
or  stop  mine  development.  Mine  developments  are  based  on  economic  feasi¬ 
bility;  stability  of  the  economy  is  needed  for  planning. 


LOCAL  RAPID,  LARGE-SCALE  GROWTH  REVIEW  TEAM 


General  Comments 


The  following  comments  sunmarize  the  discussions  engaged  In  by  those  members 
of  the  review  team  that  convened  at  Brian  Head  on  February  26  and/or  27  to 
analyze  the  large-scale,  rapid  growth  portion  of  the  DEIS.  Several  team 
members  were  unable  to  attend  the  Brian  Head  workshop  and  will  submit  Individ¬ 
ual  responses. 

The  consensus  of  those  team  members  who  were  able  to  meet  together  was  that: 

1)  the  DEIS  dociment  does  adequately  Identify  the  Important  Issues  relating  to 
large-scale,  rapid  growth,  but  2)  the  actual  analysis  of  the  sifcject  matter  is 
disappointingly  superficial  and  inadequate. 

The  premise  upon  which  the  group  based  its  evaluation  was  that  the  study 
should  provide  local  and  regional  decision  makers  with  sufficient  data  to 
enable  them  to  make  timely  and  Informed  decisions  concerning  the  Impact  upon 
their  communities  of  deployment  of  the  MX  system  as  proposed  in  the  DEIS. 

The  Air  Force  justifies  the  lack  of  specificity  by  suggesting  that  detailed, 
site-specific  data  will  be  made  available  at  a  future  date  In  accordance  with 
their  "tiering"  process. 

For  those  communities  which  will  be  impacted  by  MX  construction  and  mainten¬ 
ance,  time  Is  of  the  essence  and  review  team  members  felt  that  the  DEIS  should 
contain  the  type  of  information  necessary  for  planning  purposes. 

The  review  team  recognizes  that  the  subject  matter  which  it  was  assigned  to 
review  is  broad  In  scope  and  that  other  review  teams  are  focusing  on  specific 
Issues  which  are  subcategories  of  large-scale,  rapid  growth.  With  this  in 
mind,  the  following  comments  will  address  basic  areas  of  concern. 


Comments  on  the  Adequacy  of  the  DEIS 

1.  The  major  categories  for  analysis  have  been  Identified,  but  the  actual 
In-depth  analysis  of  the  Issues  is  seriously  lacking  In  detail.  A  number 
of  vital  concerns,  e.g.,  competition  for  labor  and  materials,  financing 
NX-related  Impacts,  quality  of  life,  construction  worker  commuting  pat¬ 
terns,  etc.,  are  Inadequately  covered.  Additional  specific  examples  are 
Included  In  the  body  of  our  report. 

Unfortunately,  the  emphasis  of  the  DEIS  appears  to  address  natural  envi¬ 
ronment  Issues  rather  than  hunan  environment  concerns.  The  s Ejects  of 
native  vegetation,  pronghorn  antelope,  bighorn  sheep,  desert  tortoise, 
etc.,  are  carefully  scrutinized,  whereas  the  analysis  of  commimlty  Impact 
and  other  socioeconomic  Issues  are  addressed  In  aggregate  form  only. 

2.  The  baseline  data  were  felt  to  be  generally  adequate.  The  quality  of  the 
Information,  however,  could  have  been  Improved  In  many  Instances  if 
primary,  rather  than  secondary  sources  had  been  used. 


The  DEIS  does  not  provide  sufficient  detail  to  quantitatively  predict 
Inpacts,  the  data  were  particularly  weak  In  the  following  categories: 
1)  base  design,  2)  construction  campsites,  3)  housing  needs,  4)  labor 
requirements  and  5)  Income  levels. 

The  degree  of  Impact  experienced  by  a  community  will  be  significantly 
Influenced  by  the  following  details  which  were  not  addressed: 

I.  Base  design 

A.  Housing  capacity 

B.  Commissary 

C.  Entertainment  facilities 

II.  Construction  campsites 

A.  Number  of  camps 

B.  Location  of  camps 

C.  Size  of  camps 

D.  Timing  of  construction 

III.  Housing  needs 

A.  Temporary  versus  permanent 

B.  Mobile  homes 

C.  Trailers 

D.  Apartments 

E .  Motel s 

F.  Single-family  inits 

IV.  Labor  requirements 

A.  Breakdown  by  trade 

B.  Marital  status 

C.  Age 

D.  Sex 

E.  Family  size 

F.  Educational  level 


V.  Income  levels 

A.  Average  wage 

B.  Income  level  by  trade 

C.  Construction  versus  operations  Income 

This  degree  of  specificity  Is  necessary  to  enable  local  decision  makers  to 
plan  for  the  future. 

4.  A  major  reservation  expressed  by  the  review  team  concerning  the  impact 
analysis  portion  of  the  DEIS  stems  from  the  fact  that  little  local  Input 
was  obtained.  In  determining  the  degree  and  seriousness  of  the  Impact, 

It  Is  necessary  to  understand  the  local  perspective.  Without  this  input, 
the  assunptlons  presented  In  the  DEIS  could  be  challenged. 

The  review  team  was  not  comfortable  with  the  relatively  small  Impact 
zones.  The  analysis  of  the  Delta  base  alternative,  for  example.  Indica¬ 
ted  that  there  would  be  no  long-term  Impact  on  Juab  Cowty.  This  conclu¬ 
sion  Is  highly  suspect. 

The  DEIS  Inadequately  addresses  the  Impacts  associated  with:  1)  social 
change,  2)  competition  for  labor,  3)  competition  for  capital  and  mate¬ 
rials  and  4)  changes  In  the  region's  economic  structure. 

5.  The  mitigation  options  are  presented  In  very  general  terms  and,  conse¬ 
quently,  are  difficult  to  evaluate.  The  options  appear  to  be  appropri¬ 
ate,  but  lack  sufficient  detail  to  determine  If  the  implementation  would 
protect  local  Interests. 

A  response  concerning  the  "Quality  of  Life"  In  the  Impacted  communities 
Is  attached.  There  is  a  lack  of  responsiveness  in  the  DEIS  to  the  needs 
of  the  local  people  regarding  the  cultural  arts. 

A  noticeable  element  absent  In  the  impact  mitigation  options  is  any 
reference  to  the  timing  of  the  financial  and  technical  assistance. 


Inadequacies  That  Need  To  Be  Corrected 
Employment 

The  FEIS  should  Identify  the  labor  pool  source! s)  from  which  the  MX  project 
would  draw.  This  Is  necessary  In  order  to  assess  the  availability  of  such 
labor.  The  FEIS  should  also  Improve  the  limited  analysis  that  has  been  done 
on  the  emulative  effects  of  having  a  nunber  of  major  construction  projects  In 
the  seme  region  In  the  same  time  frame.  Projects  such  as  Allen-Warner  Valley 
power  project  (southern  Utah  and  Nevada),  Intermowtaln  Power  Project,  central 
Utah  coal  development,  synfuels  development,  etc.,  would  be  likely  to  overlap 
with  the  MX  project,  and  the  analysis  which  has  been  performed  thus  far  is 
inadequate  to  assess  the  Impacts  of  all  such  projects  competing  for  limited 
supplies  of  labor  and  material  within  the  region. 


Earnings 


As  with  empl .yment,  the  analysis  of  Impacts  to  Income  needs  to  be  upgraded. 
First,  the  Information  presented  In  the  DEIS  Is  Inadequate  for  the  reader  to 
assess,  even  at  a  generic  level,  how  much  wage-price  Inflation  could  be 
reasonably  expected  to  be  Incurred  by  the  region.  Better  quantification  Is 
needed  In  this  area;  It  Is  not  sufficient  to  say  (as  on  page  4-288,  paragraph 
1),  "...  Is  likely  to  trigger  localized  wage  and  price  Inflation.  .  .  ."  An 
Indication  of  how  much  Inflation  Is  what  Is  needed. 

Second,  with  the  likelihood  of  numerous  other  major  projects  bidding  for  the 
same  labor,  there  Is  likely  to  be  an  even  higher  rate  of  Inflation  In  labor 
costs  than  would  otherwise  have  been  the  case.  This  likelihood  has  received 
no  attention  in  the  DEIS  and  the  oversight  should  be  corrected  In  the  FEIS  and 
subsequent  site  specific  environmental  assessments. 

Pii>11c  Finance 

The  analysis  under  Public  Finance  (Section  4. 3. 2. 5,  pages  4-399-358)  seems  to 
be  unnecessarily  vague.  Since  the  term  "pifclic  finance"  actually  covers  a 
very  broad  set  of  programs,  expenditures,  and  income  source,  each  of  which  can 
be  affected  differently  by  rapid  growth  In  the  region.  It  is  without  merit  to 
simply  list,  as  In  Table  4. 3. 2. 5-1,  the  net  fiscal  effects  of  MX  deployment. 

A  more  specific  ledger  sheet  type  of  analysis  which  would  show  which  programs 
would  be  most  severely  affected  would  be  of  much  greater  service.  The  sheet 
could  be  patterned  after  the  one  presented  in  Table  3. 4. 1.3-6  and  could  still 
show  the  net  fiscal  effects. 

Population 

With  the  availability  of  the  preliminary  1980  Census  data,  the  population 
estimates  should  be  thoroughly  reviewed  and  revised  where  warranted.  Ecc no¬ 
metric  models  which  are  driven  by  population  levels  and  trends  should  be 
examined,  and  where  there  are  significant  differences  between  the  figures 
previously  used  and  the  current  census  figures,  the  model  should  be  recali¬ 
brated  and  run  again. 

Infrastructure 

Treatment  of  community  infrastructure  in  Chapter  III  seems  to  be  adequate,  but 
the  analysis  of  Impact  in  Chapter  IV  is  incomplete.  While  Chapter  III  out¬ 
lined  such  infrastructural  elements  as  education,  health  care,  police  protec¬ 
tion,  fire  protection,  water  supply,  wastewater,  and  solid  waste.  Chapter  IV 
seems  to  be  almost  wholly  preoccupied  with  Impacts  to  education,  with  little 
or  no  meaningful  treatment  of  the  other  six  categories.  It  would  probably  be 
much  more  proficient  to  combine  this  section  with  the  Public  Finance  section 
and  treat  them  jointly.  The  paucity  of  the  analysis  of  Infrastructural 
elements  other  than  education  should.  In  any  case,  be  rectified. 

In  addition  to  the  above,  there  Is  virtually  no  treatment  of  the  private  side 
of  community  infrastructure.  Since  a  community's  Infrastructural  character  is 
actually  a  blend  of  the  pil>11c  and  private  sectors,  equal  treatment  should  be 
given  to  these  regions'  business  communities  and  their  Interaction  with  the 
public  sector. 


Quality  of  Life  Comments 


In  reading  through  the  "Quality  of  Life"  references  In  the  DEIS  there  Is  a 
lack  of  response  to  the  needs  of  the  local  people  In  terms  of  the  cultural 
arts.  Several  Utah  towns  stated  a  desire  for  greater  cultural  refinement 
opportunities  and  a  protection  of  their  "way  of  life."  Utah  as  a  whole, 
highly  esteems  the  arts  and  Is  a  recognized  leader  In  the  field  throughout  the 
comtry.  There  Is  a  concern  that  rapid,  large-scale  growth  will  cause  deteri¬ 
oration  of  cultural  values. 

Those  who  have  chosen  to  live  In  small,  rural  Utah  towns  have  often  done  so  at 
the  expense  of  higher  paying  jobs  and  career  opportunities  offered  elsewhere. 
They  are  eager  to  protect  their  quality  of  life. 

I  am  from  out-of-state  and  am  not  LDS,  and  therefore  can  observe  more  objec¬ 
tively  the  religious  attitudes  of  small-town  Utah  natives.  Historically,  Utah 
became  their  home  as  a  refuge  from  religious  persecution.  Though  they  accept 
the  presence  of  other  religious  groups,  the  rural  LDS  towns  want  to  preserve 
the  church  dominance  and  consequent  community  social  structure.  The  threat  of 
this  basic  concept  of  their  "way  of  life"  is  probably  the  underlying  reason 
for  the  opposition  to  the  proposed  MX  basing  in  Utah. 

The  DEIS  states  repeatedly  that  the  MX  system  will  have  a  devastating  Impact 
on  the  population  of  towns,  such  as  Delta,  Milford,  Beaver  and  others,  yet  no 
amelioration  is  offered.  In  addition,  the  DEIS  states  that  little  Impact 
would  be  felt  by  populated  areas  of  the  Nevada,  New  Mexico  and  Texas  site 
alternatives. 

Realizing  the  vital  Importance  of  safety,  housing,  education,  etc.,  we  never¬ 
theless  cannot  forget  to  feed  our  souls.  The  quality  of  life  we  strive  to 
protect  goes  beyond  the  essentials  of  survival.  Therefore,  I  respectfully 
submit  the  following  ideas  for  discussion  in  this  group. 

1.  Possible  funding  support  for  local  arts  efforts  during  population  growth 
periods.  This  becomes  even  more  urgent  with  the  federal  cuts  to  the 
National  Endowment  for  the  Arts--the  traditional  source  of  arts  funding. 

2.  Provision  of  facilities  for  visual  and  performing  arts,  perhaps  on  a 
temporary  basis,  such  as  with  modular  classrooms. 

3.  Giving  heavier  weight  to  the  importance  of  the  Impact  of  MX  basing  to  the 
life  style  of  Utahns,  and  thereby  consideration  of  alternate  sites. 

Baseline  Conditions 

Baseline  data  (existing  conditions)  was  derived  primarily  from  secondary 
sources.  Including  local  planning  docunents  (e.g.,  comm  in  1  ty  four  couity 
master  plans;  Association  of  Governments  planning  docunents)  and  various 
pii>11cat1ons  of  state  and  federal  agencies  (e.g.,  Utah  State  Planning  Coordin¬ 
ator's  Office;  Bureau  of  Economic  and  Business  Research,  University  of  Utah; 
Federal  Bureau  of  Economic  Analysis;  U.S.  Bureau  of  the  Census). 

Due  to  Vie  almost  exclusive  reliance  on  secondary  sources,  the  data  was  some¬ 
what  outdated  In  some  Instances.  As  examples:  data  regarding  fire  protection 


In  Beaver  Coifity  Is  based  on  a  1976  "Planning  for  Growth  In  Beaver  County" 
document,  and  thus  does  not  show  that  Beaver  County  has  been  organized  Into 
two  fire  districts  < ETR  33,  page  1-39);  revenue  and  expenditure  data  for  the 
Beaver  Coifity  School  District  Is  derived  from  the  1977-78  Annual  Report  of  the 
State  Superintendent  (ETR  33,  pages  1-11  and  1-12).  More  current  data  could 
have  been  provided  by  local  officials  If  they  had  been  contacted  by  those 
preparing  the  DEIS.  Nevertheless,  the  analysis  of  current  conditions  Is 
generally  adequate  in  providing  a  basis  for  analyzing  the  Impacts  of  MX 
deployment. 

Baseline  projections  of  population  to  the  year  1994  were  developed  by  the 
University  of  Utah,  Bureau  of  Economic  and  Business  Research.  Two  baselines 
were  used:  1)  a  trend-growth  baseline,  and  2)  a  baseline  with  adjustments  for 
several  large  projects  with  “significant  probability  of  occurrence"  in  the 
study  region  (ETR  27,  page  114).  Both  baselines  are  used  as  a  basis  for 
projecting  total  employment  and  labor  force  Immigration  Impacts  of  MX  deploy¬ 
ment  and  impacts  on  population  Immigration  (DEIS  Chapter  IV  Part  II).  The 
employment  and  population  Impacts  were  then  disaggregated  to  the  couity  level 
In  order  to  provide  a  basis  for  analysis  of  Impacts  on  local  government  uiits, 
community  Infrastructure,  land  use,  etc..  From  the  point  of  view  of  doing 
Impact  analysis,  this  level  of  disaggregation  is  seriously  deficient.  While 
some  public  services  are  provided  on  a  cowty-wide  basis,  most  are  provided  at 
the  community  level.  A  realistic  analysis  of  impacts  on  local  communities  and 
citizens  therefore  requires  that  population  be  disaggregated  to  the  commwlty 
level . 

Socioeconomic  Impacts 

In  order  to  properly  evaluate  the  Impacts  of  large-scale,  rapid  growth  on  the 
local  area,  it  Is  necessary  to  follow  several  steps,  including  the  following: 

1)  Project  the  total  population  Impacts  of  MX  deployment  and  disaggregate 
population  to  the  local  jurisdictions;  and 

2)  Determine  if  the  communities  and  counties  in  the  Impact  area  are  capable 
of  providing  services  to  the  immigration  population  with  existing  facili¬ 
ties  and  manpower,  and  estimate  additional  facilities  and  manpower  neces¬ 
sary  to  provide  adequate  levels  of  service.  This  in  turn  requires  that  a 
set  of  planning  guidelines  and  standards  be  developed  relating  service 
levels  to  population  growth. 

Regarding  the  first  step,  several  arbitrary  assumptions  were  made  in  the 
DEIS.  First,  under  the  preferred  alternative  (Base  II  at  Milford)  it  was 
assumed  that  90  percent  of  the  civilian  operation's  workers  employed  on  a  base 
•t  Milford  would  live  In  Beaver  Cowty,  five  percent  In  Iron  Coifity  and  five 
percent  In  Millard  Coifity  (ETR  27,  page  99).  No  reasons  for  this  allocation 
are  given,  but  It  appears  to  be  quite  unrealistic  considering  the  fact  that 
Cedar  City  would  be  within  reasonable  commuting  distance  (under  40  miles). 

The  affect  of  this  assunptlon  Is  to  overstate  the  Impacts  on  Beaver  County  and 
understate  the  Impacts  on  Iron  County. 

Second,  It  Is  assuned  that  20  percent  of  the  military  personnel  and  their 
dependents  would  live  In  communities  near  the  base  and  commute  to  work  (ETR  6, 
page  103).  There  Is  no  explanation  of  why  this  figure  was  assuned,  but  It  Is 


not  consistent  with  the  figure  (47  percent)  given  by  the  Air  Force  to  the 
University  of  Utah,  Bureau  of  Economic  and  Business  Research.  The  affect  of 
this  may  be  to  understate  the  magnitude  of  the  Impacts  on  the  local  communi- 


Thlrd,  given  a  base  at  Beryl  (Alternatives  2,  3.  and  4),  It  Is  asstmed  that  a 
"new  town"  would  be  built  near  the  base  which  would  attract  40  percent  of  the 
base  personnel  who  do  not  live  on  the  base  {ETR  6,  page  104).  This  Is  clearly 
an  unreasonable  assumption,  considering  the  commuting  distances  to  nearby 
communities  and  the  preferences  of  local  elected  officials  to  direct  growth  to 
existing  communities. 

Fourth,  the  DEIS  analysis  disaggregates  county-level  estlmtes  of  MX-Induced 
population  Immlgatlon  Into  three  general  places  of  residence: 

1)  communities,  nrfth  no  distinction  made  among  communities; 

2)  operating  bases;  and 

3)  construction  camps  (ETR  27,  page  125). 

The  significance  of  this  Is  that  Impacts  on  Individual  communities  cannot  be 
determined.  The  DEIS  is  therefore  not  very  useful  for  state  and  local  plan¬ 
ning  and  evaluation  efforts,  and  would  be  less  useful  as  a  decision  making 
docunent  at  the  national  level. 

With  respect  to  the  second  step,  the  DEIS  correctly  points  out  tha  MX  deploy¬ 
ment  would  produce  "rapid,  large-scale  changes"  In  southern  Utah  and  "boom- 
bust"  growth  similar  to  that  caused  by  energy  developments  throughout  the 
western  United  States  (ETR  2).  As  a  result,  additional  community  facilities 
and  services  would  be  required.  The  Social  Model  and  the  Public  Finance  Model 
are  used  to  estimate  the  additional  services  required  and  the  costs  and  reven¬ 
ues  associated  with  growth.  Unfortunately,  these  models  employ  some  question¬ 
able  methods. 

The  Social  Model  uses  a  "service  standard  method"  which  relies  on  U.S.  Census 
of  Governments  data  to  obtain  averages  of  manpower  per  1000  population  for  the 
common  municipal  functions  (e.g.,  fire  protection,  police  protection,  etc.). 
However,  this  method  Is  normally  applied  to  moderately  sized  municipalities, 
between  10,000  and  50,000  residents,  with  moderate  projected  population  growth 
(see  Burchell  and  Llstokln,  The  fiscal  Impact  Handbook,  Center  for  Urban 
Policy  Research,  1980,  page  FT7  The  "case  study  method"  Is  more  appropriate 
for  the  MX  study  because  It  Is  normally  employed  for  both  residential  and 
nonresldentlal  analysis  In  very  large  or  very  small  cities  which  typically 
exhibit  significant  excess  or  deficient  service  capacity  so  great  that  average 
measures,  extended  into  the  future,  are  Inappropriate  (Burchell  and  Llstokln, 
page  5). 

An  example  of  the  misleading  results  of  the  "service  standard  method"  Is 
police  protection.  The  DEIS  asstmes  that  2.0  police  officers  per  thousand 
population  Is  appropriate  and  Is  "asstmed  to  be  Invariant  for  all  population 
categories"  (ETR  28,  page  45).  This  Is  totally  unrealistic  for  two  reasons: 

1)  the  ratio  of  police  officers  to  population  Is  currently  higher  than  2.0 
(which  Is  about  the  state  average)  due  to  the  fact  that  the  land  area  covered 
Is  greater  than  In  urban  areas;  and  2)  boom  town  growth  always  results  In 
higher  than  average  crime  rates  which  necessitates  greater  than  average  police 
protection. 


The  Public  Finance  Model  uses  the  per  capita  multiplier  method  which  relies  on 
average  municipal  costs  per  person,  average  school  costs  per  pupil,  and  the 
nuaber  of  persons  or  pif>11s  generated  by  various  housing  types  to  project 
future  municipal  and  school  district  costs  (ETR  29,  pages  3-4).  Projected 
revenues  similarly  utilize  a  per  capita  measure  (ETR  29,  pages  5-6).  This 
method.  In  the  case  of  rapid  growth  conditions,  will  Inevitably  understate 
costs  and  overstate  revenues.  Costs  will  be  higher  than  projected  because 
competition  for  labor  and  materials  will  bid  up  prices  significantly  and  a 
higher  than  average  level  of  services  will  have  to  be  provided  to  prevent  a 
significant  deterioration  of  living  conditions.  On  the  other  hand,  real  per 
capita  revenues  are  likely  to  fall,  because  local  governments  typically  rely 
heavily  on  property  taxes  and  assessment  levels  are  not  likely  to  keep  pace 
with  property  values.  Again,  the  "case  study  method"  is  more  appropriate  for 
rapid  growth  conditions  (Barchell  and  Llstokin,  page  5). 

Other  Comments 

1.  The  analysis  found  In  the  various  backup  technical  documents  Is  not  always 
well -Integrated  Into  the  DEIS.  For  example,  the  Impacts  of  growth  on  the 
competition  for  labor  and  materials  is  examined  in  several  documents  (ETR 
26,  ETR  25,  ETR  24,  and  ETR  2,  which  examines  labor  force  and  wage 
impacts).  The  results  of  this  analysis  is  virtually  ignored  in  the  DEIS 
which  reduces  Its  value  as  a  decision  making  document. 

2.  Various  statements  are  made  in  the  DEIS  which  are  unsupported  and  some¬ 
times  even  contradicted  by  analysis  found  in  the  technical  documents.  For 
example,  It  is  stated  in  the  SUMMARY  (page  47)  that  communities  in  Beaver 
and  Iron  Counties  would  change  but  "the  quality  of  life  that  appeals  to 
residents  and  vlstitors  could  be  retained."  This  is  flatly  contradicted 
by  the  statement  in  a  technical  document  that  during  the  construction 
period  many  Impacts  in  Beaver  County  will  be  "extremely  adverse.  Mitiga¬ 
tion  measures  are  not  available  to  significantly  modify  the  impacts"  (ETR 
33,  page  2-28). 

Another  example  of  an  unsupported  but  significant  statement  is  the  fol¬ 
lowing:  "Degradation  of  quality  of  life  is  assumed  to  occur  whenever 
county  population  growth  rates  exceed  15  percent  in  one  year  or  when 
employment  growth  rates  equal  eight  percent  or  more  for  three  consecutive 
years"  (page  2-146).  It  Is  then  argued  that  growth  rates  in  various 
coimtles.  Including  Iron,  "would  not  produce  a  significant  Impact  on 
quality  of  life"  (page  2-146).  The  15  percent  figure  is  not  substan¬ 
tiated.  Furthermore,  the  latter  statement  Is  misleading  because  of  the 
faulty  disaggregation  of  population  Impacts  (see  earlier  discussion). 

3.  Neither  the  DEIS  nor  the  technical  backup  documents  contain  an  analysis  of 
the  Impacts  of  rapid  growth  upon  particular  groups  which  typically  exper¬ 
ience  the  greatest  adverse  Impacts,  e.g.,  the  aged,  wives  and  children  of 
construction  workers,  renters  and  particular  groups  whose  Incomes  may  be 
fixed  or  lag  behind  the  Inevitably  higher  local  cost  of  living. 


LOCAL  RECREATION  REVIEW  TEAM 


General  Comments 

The  DEIS  has  not  understood  the  recreation  Impacts  of  MX  on  any  of  the  commun- 
Itles  In  the  State  of  Utah.  The  report  has  Identified  some  of  the  recrea¬ 
tional  possibilities  In  the  various  areas  of  OB  sites.  However,  these  recrea¬ 
tional  campsites  and  water-based  recreational  facilities  are  presently  being 
used  to  full  capacity  and  will  definitely  need  to  be  expanded  to  accommodate 
MX  personnel. 

Being  the  largest  construction  project  in  American  history  to  date,  MX  will 
naturally  draw  much  attention  and  curiosity  from  Utahns  and  out-of -staters. 
Therefore,  the  visitor  Impacts  on  the  area  will  Increase  drastically.  No 
assessment  has  been  made  as  to  what  affect  this  spin-off  from  MX  will  bring. 

The  DEIS  acknowledges  the  present  recreation  facilities  of  the  communities  in 
Utah.  However,  It  does  not  recognize  the  fact  that  these  facilities  are 
presently  substandard,  and  any  Increase  In  demand  due  to  MX  will  reduce  the 
present  level  of  recreation  for  these  communities.  It  Is  Important  that  the 
communities  be  provided  data,  funds,  etc.,  so  they  can  expand  existing  recrea¬ 
tion  programs  and  create  new  programs  to  handle  tne  Influx  of  people  who  will 
demand  these  facilities.  New  physical  fitness  facilities  will  need  to  be 
constructed.  The  DEIS  should  recognize  that  recreation  needs  to  cover  the 
broad  span  of  different  people's  needs  and  interests,  such  as:  pre-school 
youngsters,  grade  school  children,  young  adults,  adults  and  senior  citizens. 

Recreation  In  the  DEIS  is  generally  outdoor  recreation.  We  feel  attention 
needs  to  be  given  to  community  recreation  on  an  Indoor  basis  as  well. 

There  is  a  great  pristine  open  space  In  the  West  Desert.  People  get  a 
recharge  from  going  off  alone  In  the  vast  open  spaces;  this  will  be  taken  away 
by  MX.  This  is  not  a  renewable  resource.  Once  taken  by  MX,  the  beauty  of 
this  region  will  be  lost  forever. 

The  comments  and  data  that  folow  are  more  detailed,  but  basically  support  the 
general  comments. 

1 .  The  DEIS  does  not  make  enough  demand  projections. 

2.  It  would  appear  that  the  analysis  Is  incomplete  and  statistically  in 
error  In  many  areas. 

3.  Much  of  the  data  Is  accianulated  from  other  Information,  not  from  assess¬ 
ment  or  analysis. 

4.  The  DEIS  has  not  Identified  voids  or  needs  In  the  communities. 

5.  It  would  appear  the  only  recreation  planning  Is  for  the  comnumltles 
within  the  06s.  Nothing  for  surrounding  communities. 

6.  Our  water-based  recreation  facilities  are  already  overcrowded,  yet  state¬ 
ments  are  made  that  there  will  be  no  significant  impacts. 


7.  There  Is  no  analysis  performed  In  the  DEIS. 

8.  Who  made  the  judgments  In  ranking  the  alternatives  for  recreation 
Impacts? 

9.  A  lot  of  the  Impacts  are  pushed  over  Into  the  Las  Vegas  area  because  of 
Its  size  and  availability  of  recreation  facilities.  What  about  other 
areas  besides  the  Coyote  Springs  OB? 

10.  The  conclusion  In  the  sunmary  document  that  Impacts  on  recreation  will  be 
Insignificant  Is  not  true.  There  will  be  great  Impacts. 

11.  What  about  combined  Impacts?  Caused  by  other  developments  associated 
with  MX.  Example:  power  plants. 

12.  Impacts  appear  to  be  assessed  primarily  with  regard  to  MX  personnel,  and 
do  not  Include  those  who  will  be  Involved  In  support  services  or  related 
development  projects. 

13.  Social  needs  are  really  not  discussed,  with  only  emphasis  on  the  rela¬ 
tionships  to  health  and  lifestyle. 

14.  How  about  the  Increased  Impacts  on  tourism  (visits  to  MX  sites)?  Tour¬ 
ist  s  will  definitely  impact  recreation  facilities. 

15.  There  Is  no  bowling  alley  In  Cedar  City,  Utah. 

16.  St.  George  Is  hardly  mentioned  In  the  DEIS.  The  community  is  already 
heavily  affected  wtih  recreation  use,  such  as:  golf,  roller  skating. 

Snow  Canyon,  etc.. 

17.  Please  Identify  the  nunerous  recreation  facilities  In  areas  adjacent  to 
Delta  and  Fillmore. 

18.  New  Castle  Reservoir  Is  not  mentioned  In  the  DEIS. 

19.  Lake  Powell  is  never  mentioned  in  the  DEIS. 

20.  An  illusion  of  adequacy  is  created  through  the  use  of  graphs  and  state¬ 
ments  that  appear  to  be  outdated. 

21.  Discussion  and  evaluation  of  recreation  Impacts  appears  to  be  guided  more 
by  availability  of  data  than  by  analysis  of  data.  Example:  extensive 
discussions  exist  on  hunting  and  fishing,  with  pages  of  figures  on  wild¬ 
life  populations— presumably  these  data  were  readily  available  from  state 
agencies.  However,  the  amount  of  attention  devoted  to  those  activities 
appears  greater  than  their  overall  Importance  to  the  total  recreation 
picture. 

22.  Scenic  sightseeing  or  the  visual  resource  Is  an  important  recreation 
activity  and  has  not  been  addressed  In  the  DEIS.  The  pristine  open  space 
of  the  West  Desert  Is  one  of  the  main  reasons  this  area  is  so  attractive 
to  the  recreating  public. 


23.  Comparisons  of  Impacts  might  be  made  to  other  rapid  growth  communities 
and  the  types  of  recreation  patterns  and  problems  observed.  Example: 
Sweetwater,  Wyoming;  Rock  Springs,  Wyoming. 

24.  What  will  be  the  outcome  of  construction  In  the  remote  areas— roads, 
shelters,  etc.,  will  Interfere  with  the  natural  beauty,  wildlife  and 
hinting  opportunities? 

25.  How  much  area  (acres)  will  be  closed  to  public  use  for  such  things  as 
off-road  vehicles,  etc.? 

26.  Sections  on  quality  of  life  suggest  that  It  will  be  maintained,  though 
there  Is  no  real  treatment  of  this  Issue  directly  through  availability  of 
adequate  recreation. 

27.  There  are  no  statements  on  the  Impacts  of  the  proposed  IPP  Project  on 
Delta  and  the  surrounding  areas. 

28.  As  stated  in  Section  3. 4. 3. 3. 7  (page  3-448),  the  "parks  and  playgrounds 
are  evaluated  as  satisfactory  by  residents  of  the  county  .  .  ."  Who  made 
these  statements?  If  they  are  satisfactory,  they  surely  will  not  be  with 
the  MX  Impact. 

29.  Chapter  IV  is  a  comparative  analysis  of  environmental  consequences  of  the 
MX.  Recreation  resources  will  receive  a  significant  impact— yet  there  is 
only  a  limited  discussion  on  recreation. 

30.  The  pristine  open  space  of  the  West  Oesert  Is  one  of  the  main  reasons 
this  area  Is  so  attractive  to  the  recreating  public.  Deployment  of  the 
MX  system  will  eliminate  the  pristine  open  space  In  every  major  valley  of 
western  Utah. 

31.  It  Is  also  anticipated  that  with  the  deployment,  use  (access)  in  all  the 
major  valley  systems  will  either  be  restricted  or  denied.  This  will  have 
a  serious  impact  on  the  recreation  opportunities  available  in  this  area. 

32.  Another  aspect  Is  the  recreation  sightseeing  opportunities  which  will  be 
Impacted.  The  visual  resource  has  not  been  addressed  in  the  DEIS.  The 
MX  project  will  have  a  very  definite  effect  on  the  visual  resources.  The 
road  networks  will  permanently  alter  the  near  natural  landscape  character 
that  presently  exists  In  the  West  Desert.  The  Impacts  will  be  long  term 
because  of  the  difficulty  with  revegetation. 

33.  The  sections  on  land  uses  were  much  too  short  (especially  for  recreation) 
and  too  general . 

34.  How  much  area  (acres)  will  be  closed  to  public  use? 

35.  The  quality  of  the  dispersed  recreation  experience  will  diminish  due  to 
the  development  of  MX  facilities  and  influx  of  population  (Chapter  IV). 

36.  What  will  be  the  Impacts  due  to  30,000  workers'  recreational  needs? 


37.  If  the  MX  system  Is  declared  obsolete  In  15-20  years,  what  will  happen  to 
the  renote  areas  of  western  Utah? 

38.  The  Impacts  of  potential  wilderness  areas  (presently  Wilderness  Study 
Areas)  Is  not  adequately  addressed. 

39.  MX  construction  (roads,  shelters,  etc.)  will  Impact  on  wildlife  and 
hinting  opportimltles. 

I.  Environmental  Consequences  of  MX  on  Recreation 

A.  Community  Recreation 

A  complete  assessment  and  analysis  needs  to  be  made  concerning 
community  recreation.  Please  refer  to  Attachment  A  at  the  end 
of  these  comments  which  contains  suggestions,  principles  and 
standards  to  Improve  commwlty  recreation  developments  and  a 
planning  framework  to  accomplish  this. 

B.  Water-Based  Activities 

Please  refer  to  the  attached  analysis  (Attachment  B)  which  has 
been  done  for  park  lands  and  water-related  facilities  con¬ 
cerning  Impacts  of  MX  development  and  possible  mitigations. 

C.  Off-Road  Vehicle  Use 

Areas  are  presently  being  developed  in  Beryl ,  Milford  and  Delta 
for  off-road  vehicle  use.  MX  will  greatly  Impact  this  type  of 
recreation.  Off-road  recreation  Is  very  popular  among  con¬ 
struction  personnel  and  would  also  be  among  visitors  wanting  to 
see  MX.  Therefore,  existing  facilities  will  need  to  be 
expanded  as  well  as  new  ones  provided. 

II.  Beryl  and  Milford--Affected  Environment 

Both  Beryl  and  Milford  OB  personnel  would  definitely  use  facilities 
in  Cedar  City.  The  current  facilities  In  Cedar  City  are  Inade¬ 
quate.  The  DEIS  states  there  Is  a  bowling  alley  and  ski  resort  up 
Cedar  Canyon.  There  are  no  such  things!  (Refer  to  page  3-381). 
Milford  has  very  little  recreation  with  the  exception  of  a  swimming 
pool.  What  little  they  have  Is  associated  with  the  school  district 
and  churches,  not  the  community.  Beryl  has  nothing.  They  are 
bused  to  Enterprise  for  schooling. 

The  park  lands  presently  located  near  the  Milford  OB  are  over¬ 
crowded,  and  the  ones  near  the  Beryl  OB  site  have  shown  continued 
Increase  In  tourism.  At  the  present  time,  the  camping,  boating, 
fishing,  hinting,  etc.,  facilities  are  beyond  capacity.  The  impact 
to  the  park  lands  will  be  much  greater  than  50  miles,  as  stated  in 
the  DEIS.  There  Is  no  mention  made  of  the  Mew  Castle  Reservoir, 
which  Is  a  very  popular  source  of  recreation.  See  Attachment  A. 


There  are  only  two  ski  areas  near  the  OB  sites,  Mount  Holly  in 
Beaver  Coutty  and  Brian  Head  in  Iron  County.  These  resorts  are 
heavily  used  by  skiers,  snowmobilers,  dog-sled  racers,  etc.,  from 
the  area  and  also  recreationists  from  Nevada  and  California.  At 
the  present  time,  the  facilities  could  probably  handle  the  Impacts 
of  people  coming  from  the  OB  sites  on  weekdays,  but  on  weekends  and 
holidays  the  facilities  will  definitely  not  be  adequate. 

Because  of  the  available  off-road  land  resources,  such  as  Coral 
Pine  Sand  Dunes  State  Reserve  and  Little  Sahara  Recreation  Area, 
recreationists  in  off-road  vehicles  will  be  brought  In.  These 
facilities  are  at  full  capacity  at  the  present  time.  MX  will 
definitely  have  Impacts  on  this  type  of  recreation. 

Because  of  people's  curiosity  to  see  MX,  tourism  will  Increase,  and 
there  will  be  much  more  demand  for  off-road  vehicle  recreation. 

III.  Delta — Affected  Environment 

Very  few  recreation  facilities  exist  within  the  proximity  of  Delta 
and  Fillmore.  They  presently  have  minimal  community  recreation 
programs.  Therefore,  personnel  at  the  OB  site  in  Delta  will  be 
required  to  travel  for  recreation  facilities  (such  as  parks,  ski 
resorts,  water-oriented  activities,  etc.).  Due  to  visitation  from 
Delta  and  all  of  the  Wasatch  Front,  what  few  areas  there  are,  such 
as  Little  Sahara  Recreation  Area  and  Yuba  Lake  State  Beach,  will  be 
inadequate  to  accommodate  the  influx  of  people. 

A  minimum  of  100  miles  will  have  to  be  traveled  to  undertake  any 
snow-related  activities.  It  will  greatly  impact  Mouit  Holly  and 
Brian  Head,  because  of  the  travel  distance  to  other  snow  facilities 
on  the  Wasatch  Front. 

The  Delta  OB  will  heavily  impact  Yuba  Lake,  especially  on  weekends 
and  holidays.  See  Attachment  A. 

Specific  Comments 


PAGE  PARAGRAPH  SENTENCE  COMMENT 

2-151  5  If  the  Utah  SCORP  (1978 

Draft)  indicates  that  there 
will  be  a  shortage  of  camp¬ 
sites  in  this  region  of  Utah 
by  1990,  how  can  the  pro¬ 
jected  increase  in  population 
by  1991  from  MX  of  224  per¬ 
cent  not  be  expected  to 
produce  a  shortage  of  camp¬ 
sites  in  the  vicinity  of 
Milford?  The  SCORP  projec¬ 
tion,  which  showed  there 
would  be  a  deficiency,  was 
without  the  MX  influx.  This 


PAGE  PARAGRAPH  SENTENCE 


COMMENT 


Section  2.3.29  2-151-152 


2-169  5 


2-181  8 


2-207  4 


3-182  partial 


significant  Increase  In 
population  certainly  would 
have  an  Impact  beyond  the 
SCORP  projection. 

What  does  the  SCORP  report 
Indicate  concerning  the 
water-based  recreation  facil¬ 
ities?  What  about  the  use 
capacity  (carrying  capacity) 
of  these  water  bodies?  What 
are  the  Impacts  to  fishing 
and  water  contact  sports? 

This  section  of  the  DEIS  is 
supposed  to  discuss  the 
Impacts  (both  positive  and 
negative)  of  the  Proposed 
Action.  It  Is  stated  that 
the  preferred  alternative  for 
recreation  would  be  the 
Proposed  Action.  This  is 
based  on  available  data, 
scientific  judgment  and 
analysis.  This  information 
should  be  presented  to  show 
the  impacts.  A  recommenda¬ 
tion  as  to  the  best  alterna¬ 
tive  should  not  be  made  at 
this  stage  of  the  document. 

1  What  would  be  the  projected 
population  increase  with  the 
OB  at  Delta?  What  does  the 
SCORP  report  indicate  about 
campsites  and  water-based 
recreation  facilities  for  the 
Delta  region? 

1  The  alternative  is  not  clear 
—it  Is  therefore  difficult 
to  understand  the  potential 
impacts. 

1  If  half  the  system  were 

deployed  in  New  Mexico,  why 
wouldn’t  that  significantly 
change  the  Impacts  to  the 
Utah  recreation  facilities? 

4-6  The  Great  Salt  Lake  is  out¬ 
side  the  proximity  of  the 
deployment  area  (less  than  60 


PAGE  PARAGRAPH  SENTENCE 


COMMENT 


Section  3. 2. 3. 8  3-175-202 


3-350  6 


3-367  6-7 


3-382  partial 


3-387  8 


miles)  yet  90  percent  of 
surface  acres  available  for 
Mater-based  recreation  are 
Identified  there.  Are  the 
remaining  113,000  surface 
acres  of  area  In  western  Utah 
within  the  60-mile  proximal? 

Scenic  sightseeing  Is  an 
Important  recreation  activity 
and  should  be  Included  In  the 
discussion  of  recreation 
activities. 

There  Is  also  waterfowl 
hunting  on  the  Sevier  River, 
Gunnis  Bend  Reservoir,  Clear 
Lake  and  Fool  Creek  Reser¬ 
voirs.  What  are  the  existing 
recreation  use  levels?  How 
would  the  recreation  re¬ 
sources  be  affected  in  the 
Delta  area? 

The  only  reference  to  recrea¬ 
tion  values  Is  the  mention  of 
antelope,  mule  deer  and 
fish.  The  number  of  animals 
and  fishing  opportmities 
presently  available  should  be 
stated.  The  other  recreation 
resources  should  be  described 
as  they  relate  to  the  area 
surrounding  Beryl . 

2  Parks  are  "expected  to 

receive  a  great  deal  of  the 
expected  Increased  park 
visitation."  The  percent  of 
Increase  should  be  described. 

Define  how  large  an  area  the 
region  surrounding  the  pro¬ 
posed  OB  site  Is.  Although 
the  lands  may  be  private, 
this  does  not  preclude  dis¬ 
persed  recreation  activities. 
Depending  on  the  size  of  the 
"region,"  It  seems  that  there 
would  be  some  recreation 
resource  In  the  area. 
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3-445  5 

3-446  1 

3-446  2 

3-446  4 

3-446  6 

Table  3.4. 3.3-6  3-447 

3-504  6 


1  Fillmore  does  not,  at  the 
present  time,  have  an  oper¬ 
ating  swimming  pool. 

3  The  Little  Sahara  Recreation 

Area  has  two  developed  camp¬ 
grounds  and  a  developed 
picnic  area. 

2  There  Is  another  water-based 
recreation  site  In  the  area. 
Gunnison  Bend  Reservoir,  just 
west  of  Delta  has  a  boat  ramp 
and  camping  and  picnicking 
area. 

See  comment  p.  3-466,  para. 

2. 

Vehicle  use  Is  expected  to 
Increase  on  the  BLM  lands  in 
the  vicinity  of  Delta  and 
Fillmore.  There  are  no  BLM 
lands  east  of  Fillmore. 

There  is  no  developed  site  at 
Maple  Creek  on  BLM  lands. 

There  are  255  developed  camp 
units  at  Little  Sahara  Recre¬ 
ation  Area. 

The  opportimltles  for  dine 
buggy  and  ORV  recreation 
comprise  some  85  square  miles 
(inside  Little  Sahara). 

What  are  the  recreation  areas 
located  within  the  sphere  of 
Infl  uence? 


ATTACHMENT  A 


Community  Recreation  Analysis 

In  reviewing  the  DEIS  there  Is  a  complete  absence  of  planning  for  community 
recreation.  Realizing  that  comnumlty  recreation  Is  the  responsibility  of 
local  government,  there  Is  concern  regarding  the  ability  of  communlltes  such 
as  Milford,  Minersvllle,  Delta,  Parowan,  Enterprise,  Cedar  City,  etc.,  to 
adequately  supply  recreational  facilities  and  programs  for  the  potential 
Impact. 

Planning  new  or  Improving  existing  municipal  recreation  programs  Is  not  a 
simple  problem.  The  programs  themselves  have  many  aspects,  each  of  which 
involves  special  procedures  and  planning.  The  relation  of  recreation  to  the 
city  plan,  the  essential  requirements  for  an  adequate  system  of  publicly  owned 
recreation  spaces  and  the  methods  of  acquiring  and  maintaining  such  areas  are 
s (Ejects  of  primary  Importance  to  the  communities  to  be  Impacted  by  the  poten¬ 
tial  growth  of  Southwestern  Utah.  Important  to  this  Impact  Is  the  fact  that 
city  planning  concerns  itself  not  only  with  physical  development  but  also  with 
the  enrichment  of  life  in  our  communities. 

Effective  Integration  of  recreation  areas  into  the  city  plan,  or  indeed  into 
any  sound  plan  for  the  acquisition  and  development  of  recreation  space,  must 
be  based  upon  accepted  objectives,  principles  and  standards:  definite  objec¬ 
tives  to  be  achieved  by  the  system,  basic  principles  essential  to  attain  the 
objectives  and  specific  standards  for  implementing  the  principles. 

The  chief  objective  sought  in  recreation,  and  which  a  system  of  areas  Is 
designed  to  help  realize,  has  been  called  "the  enrichment  of  living  through 
the  constructive  use  of  leisure  and  the  expression  of  normal  hunan  interest  in 
art,  dance,  drama,  sports,  nature,  the  world  of  the  mind,  and  social  activi¬ 
ties"1 

However  expressed,  the  purpose  underlying  a  local  recreation  system  is  the 
enrichment  of  Individual  and  community  life  through  the  beauty  and  recreation 
opportunities  which  the  development  of  such  areas  makes  possible. 

Broad  objectives  have  little  significance  mtll  they  are  supplemented  by 
principles  that  afford  a  basis  for  planning  and  action.  Since  the  function  of 
recreation  areas  Is  to  serve  recreation  needs,  the  principles  that  underline  a 
recreation  program  naturally  have  a  direct  bearing  upon  the  planning  of  a 
well-balanced  system  of  recreation  areas  and  facilities.  Such  a  system  is 
achieved  when  It  Is  designed  to  meet  the  following  criteria: 

1.  Make  possible  recreation  opportunities  for  all,  regardless  of  age,  color, 
race,  creed  or  economic  status. 


^Girlde  for  Planning  Recreation  Parks  In  California,  California  Committee 
on  Planning  for  Recreation,  Parks  Areas,  and  Facilities,  Sacramento,  1956,  p. 
22. 
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2.  Provide  areas  and  facilities  that  make  possible  a  great  variety  of  recre¬ 
ation  activities  that  serve  a  wide  range  of  recreation  Interests. 

3.  Include  areas  that  differ  widely  In  size,  location,  natural  features  and 
potential  development,  and  that  consequently  serve  different  recreation 
uses. 

4.  Insofar  as  possible,  provide  an  equitable  distribution  of  areas  In  each 
county  and  community. 

5.  Take  Into  account  existing  outlying  recreation  areas  and  facilities  that 
serve  the  people  of  the  locality  and,  where  advisable.  Include  additional 
areas  primarily  for  weekend  and  holiday  use. 

6.  Be  based  upon  a  thorough  study  and  appraisal  of  existing  local  recreation 
resources  and  needs,  conducted  with  the  full  cooperation  of  citizens, 
mwlcipal,  school,  planning  authorities  and  other  Interested  agencies. 

Various  groups,  such  as  the  National  Recreation  Association,  have  proposed 
development  standards  that  should  be  Incorporated  Into  a  future  study  of 
recreational  needs  in  the  area. 

The  team  views  the  population  growth  of  southwestern  Utah  as  heavily  impacting 
the  Individual  and  community  lifestyles  of  Its  citizens.  Additional  study 
should  be  considered  In  the  FEIS  and  it  should  follow  the  planning  framework 
listed  below: 

1.  Assess  existing  services  and  programs. 

2.  Determine  the  ability  of  services  or  programs  to  meet  present  and  pro¬ 
jected  needs. 

3.  Identify  voids  or  needs  and  how  these  might  be  met. 

4.  Develop  any  recommendations  or  alternatives  which  may  assist  commimlties 
or  counties  to  meet  voids  or  weaknesses  as  part  of  a  growth  management 
plan. 

5.  Discuss  mitigation  strategies  and  possible  funding  sources  to  meet  these 
objectives  should  be  developed. 


ATTACHMENT  B 


Environmental  Impact  Analysis 
Mlnersville  Lake  State  Recreation  Area 


The  DEIS  Is  Incomplete  and  somewhat  in  error.  With  regard  to  the  Milford  OB 
Impacts,  the  OEIS  refers  to  no  expected  uisatlsfled  demand  for  campsites  or 
water>or1ented  activities.  Sixty  campsites  will  be  needed  to  service  the  MX 
migrant  population  In  the  peak  year.  They  are  claiming  that  75  campsites  Is 
all  that  would  be  needed  In  Beaver  County,  when  In  fact  the  Mlnersville  Lake 
State  Recreation  Area  complex  has  exceeded  Its  capacity  with  the  normal 
visitation  caused  by  the  fishing,  water  skiing,  general  camping,  picnicking, 
etc.. 

Approximately  40,000  visitors  utilized  the  area  In  1980.  With  just  an 
Increase  In  normal  use  on  a  regular  basis.  It  would  be  45,000  visitors  In 
1981.  Needless  to  say,  with  the  existing  29  camp  units  It  Is  pretty  difficult 
to  handle  the  normal  load  of  traffic.  The  park  would  need  an  additional  30 
campsites  and  one  rest  room.  The  estimated  cost  of  these  Improvements  would 
be  5600,000.00. 

The  Information  Illlustrated  by  Table  4.3.2.12-9  (page  4-664)  regarding  the 
density  use  Is  not  correct.  For  example,  they  have  given  high  impact  to  the 
Minersvllle  Lake  State  Recreation  Area  by  those  migrants  located  at  the  Beryl 
OB  but  low  Impacts  for  those  at  the  Milford  OB.  This  Is  not  true;  the  Milford 
OB  would  certainly  have  more  Impacts  than  the  Beryl  OB.  The  Beryl  OB  would 
definitely  have  an  Increased  Impact  on  Enterprise,  New  Castle  Reservoir  and 
Gunlock  Lake  State  Beach  (which  have  not  been  mentioned  anywhere  In  the  DEIS). 
The  statement  Is  made  that  water-oriented  activities  would  occur  at  Lake  Mead. 

Those  employed  by  MX  are  subject  to  the  energy  problems  that  exist.  The  MX 
people  would  use  Enterprise,  Gunlock  Lake  State  Beach  and  New  Castle  Reservoir 
just  as  the  local  people  do.  A  total  assessment  of  existing  roads,  boat 
ramps,  rest  rooms,  additional  campsites  and  all  other  facilities  needed  to 
enhance  and  protect  the  area  for  pifcllc  use  Is  necessary. 

During  the  1980  season,  there  was  a  20  percent  increase  in  total  use  of  the 
area  by  recreationlsts  from  Nevada  and  California.  This  can  be  surmised  from 
real  estate  sales  and  the  Increase  of  boat  and  off-road  vehicle  registrations. 

MX  would  Increase  recreation  by  at  least  35  percent  (this  Is  only  an 
estimate) . 

Snow  Canyon  State  Park 

Those  employees  stationed  at  the  Beryl  OB  would  possibly  use  Snow  Canyon  State 
Park.  In  the  early  spring  and  late  fall,  the  park  Is  generally  full  because 
of  the  mild  climate.  Having  only  50  campsites  and  one  rest  room,  additional 
facilities  may  be  needed  to  accommodate  the  MX  population  Influx.  It  would 
need  two  complete  rest  rooms  and  at  least  50  additional  campsites.  The  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  these  Improvements  would  be  $450,000.00. 


Coral  Pink  Sand  Dunes  State  Reserve 


This  park  reaches  Its  saturation  point  during  the  early  spring  and  late  fall. 
The  potential  Impact  chart  Indicates  moderate  use.  Even  moderate  use  would 
make  It  a  congested  area  and  It  would  need  expansion  to  accommodate  new  visi¬ 
tors.  The  rest  rooms  are  operating  at  full  capacity  now.  The  water  tank 
system  Is  not  adequate.  There  Is  a  10,000  gallon  storage  tank  that  services 
the  ranger,  residents  and  approximately  30  campsites.  The  system  has  failed 
three  times.  The  system  Is  too  small  to  handle  the  high  density  use.  Expan¬ 
sion  would  definitely  be  needed.  At  least  one  more  rest  room  and  an  addi¬ 
tional  30  campsites  are  needed.  A  new  well  should  be  drilled  or  Improvements 
made  to  the  existing  water  system.  The  estimated  cost  of  these  Improvements 
would  be  $450,000.00. 

Gunlock  Lake  State  Beach 


Gunlock  Lake  State  Beach  has  almost  doubled  In  visitation.  Boating  activity 
has  gained  popularity  because  of  its  close  proximity  to  St.  George  and  the 
conservation  of  fuel.  The  enforcement  of  the  Boating  Act  has  had  to  be 
Increased  an  additional  two  days  per  week.  Gunlock  is  the  only  large  body  of 
water  within  20  miles  of  St.  George  and  60  miles  of  Cedar  City.  With  moderate 
temperatures,  the  lake  Is  extremely  comfortable  for  swimming,  water  skiing, 
boating  and  fishing.  This  has  caused  considerable  concern  among  those  respon¬ 
sible  for  the  area.  The  lake  has  become  very  dangerous  to  boaters.  When  all 
boats  are  moving,  the  lake  will  handle  some  25  vessels,  but  adding  a  water 
skier  to  each  boat  cuts  the  use  of  the  lake  in  half.  At  this  time,  the  land- 
based  operation  is  primitive  in  nature.  Two  pit  toilets  are  the  only  sanitary 
facilities  in  the  area;  this  is  a  concern  to  those  using  Gunlock.  The  impact 
table  indicates  there  will  be  high  density  use  from  the  Beryl  OB.  If  so,  the 
existing  facilities  are  inadequate.  To  keep  within  Board  of  Health  standards, 
complete  rest  rooms  would  be  needed.  Also  day  use  areas  and  campsites  would 
be  needed.  The  estimated  cost  of  these  Improvements  would  be  $325,000.00. 

Yuba  Lake  State  Recreation  Area 


According  to  the  impact  table,  Yifca  Lake  State  Recreation  Area  is  shown  as 
moderate  use  for  the  Beryl  OB.  It  Is  approximately  163  miles  from  Milford  and 
some  215  miles  from  Beryl.  The  impacts  will  be  critical  on  weekends  and 
holidays,  although  the  reservoir  would  be  able  to  handle  most  boat  traffic. 

In  order  to  have  a  quality  experience,  the  park  would  need  additional  Improve¬ 
ments  such  as.  Improved  roads,  rest  rooms,  day  use  areas,  drinking  water, 
campsites,  etc..  There  Is  federal  land  adjacent  to  the  park  that  could  be 
used  for  the  Improvements.  The  estimated  cost  of  these  improvements  would  be 
$350,000.00. 


LKAL  ARCHEOLOGY  AND  HISTORY  REVIEW  TEAM 


General  Cements 


Archeological  and  historical  data  presented  In  the  various  sections  of  the 
DEIS  will  not  serve  to  aid  In  making  one  of  the  major  decisions  for  which  the 
docuaent  Is  Intended;  they  will  serve  In  only  a  very  limited  manner,  at  best. 
In  making  the  second  major  decision  (page  1-57,  para.  1,  lines  1-2). 

There  are  essentially  no  substantive  data  presented  In  Chapter  III  on  the 
archeological  and  historical  resources  of  the  Great  Basin  OB  suitability 
zones,  and  no  or  very  little  material  presented  on  the  known  or  potential 
resources  of  areas  surrounding  the  zones  where  substantial  Indirect  Impacts 
would  occur.  Further,  the  bits  of  resource  data  presented  In  Chapters  II  and 
IV  are  wholly  Inadequate  to  support  an  Impact  analysis  at  any  level.  Impact 
analysis  presented  In  Chapters  II  and  IV  and  relevant  to  archeological  and 
historical  resources  are,  therefore,  per  force  invalid;  they  may  also  be  quite 
misleading  for  a  decision  maker,  particularly  where  presented  In  a  tabular 
format. 

Since  the  sampling  surveys  conducted  In  1980  (but  not  yet  Integrated  Into  the 
EIS  effort  -  ETR  23,  pages  112  to  114)  did  not  treat  the  OB  suitability  zones, 
and  only  marginally  the  broader  areas  surrounding  the  zones,  there  would  seem 
to  be  little  chance  that  a  full  and  suitable  assessment  of  the  zones  can  be 
brought  together  for  the  final  Tier  1  docunent.  In  short.  It  would  appear 
that  unless  the  OB  suitability  zone  decision  Is  held  In  abeyance  pending 
rather  extensive  data  gathering,  archeological  and  historical  resource  consid¬ 
erations  will  not  be  part  of  that  decision. 

It  will  be  particularly  unfortunate  if  archeology  and  history  do  not  weigh  in 
the  OB  suitability  zone  decision.  Indirect  Impacts  associated  with  OB  selec¬ 
tion  are  going  to  be  more  difficult  to  mitigate  than  are  direct  siting 
Impacts.  Further,  a  prime  mitigating  measure  that  has  to  be  developed  at  some 
point  Is  one  that  will  Insure  that  an  In  situ  data  base  Is  preserved  for 
future  generations  of  scholars;  missing  the  opportunity  to  Influence  the  OB 
suitability  zone  selection  process  may  seriously  hamper  such  an  effort. 

As  to  the  selection  of  the  DDA,  the  other  major  decision  to  be  made  based  on 
the  EIS,  the  methods  used  to  obtain  predictive  data  for  archeological  site 
distribution  and  projected  Impacts  appear  sound  (pages  4-717  to  4-756  and  ETR 
23).  Questionable  Is  the  data  base  Itself.  It  Is  extremely  small,  poorly 
distributed  for  statistical  purposes  and  simply  may  not  be  capable  of  support¬ 
ing  the  kinds  of  analysis  asked  of  It. 

Nowhere  In  the  DEIS  or  In  ETR  23  Is  the  existing  data  base  adequately  dis¬ 
played  for  assessment.  The  best  we  are  offered  Is  a  total  mmber  of  sites 
(numbers,  actually  -  somewhere  between  1957  and  3000)  and  general  site  types. 
It  Is  virtually  Impossible  to  even  determine  exactly  what  the  area  Is  that  the 
base  was  drawn  from.  The  DEIS  chapters  are  vague,  and  the  figure  presented  In 
ETR  23  (page  27)  purporting  to  display  this  Information  Is  so  cluttered  that 
It  Is  Impossible  to  read.  The  area  must  be  quite  restricted,  however,  as  more 
than  2000  docuaented  sites  can  easily  be  accounted  for  in  the  western  tier  of 
Involved  Utah  couttles— an  area  that  certainly  should  be  included  to  ade- 


qtmtely  account  for  Indirect  Impacts 


Quantification  of  both  resources  and  Impacts  Is  extremely  poor  throughout  the 
DEIS  portions  dealing  with  archeology  and  history  and  pertinent  to  either  the 
DM  or  the  OBs.  Nowhere  are  nmbers  presented,  and  sxh  terms  as  high,  moder¬ 
ate  and  low— dealing  both  with  sensitivities  (densities)  and  Impacts— are 
never  defined  except  In  terms  of  proximities. 

With  the  DDA  analysis,  at  least,  there  are  still  what  should  be  good  outstand¬ 
ing  data  (the  Phase  I  sampling  survey).  While  this  survey  will  still  consti¬ 
tute  a  very  small  sample,  It  Is  being  conducted  against  a  set  of  specific 
questions  and  should  present  a  good  base  for  specific  and  appropriate  statis¬ 
tical  manipulations. 

One  final  and  perhaps  gratuitous  general  comment  pertaining  to  ETR  23.  Fol¬ 
lowing  rather  lightweight  sections  on  previous  research  and  cultural  history, 
there  Is  In  this  docunent  a  very  lengthy  section  (pages  35  to  70)  given  over 
to  outright  tinkering  with  the  pitifully  little  data  base  and  a  set  of  highly 
questionable  assumptions.  This  serves  the  substance  and  veracity  of  the 
supported  DEIS  section  not  at  all,  and  at  this  particular  juncture  in  the  EIS 
process,  this  section  should  be  replaced  by  something  solid. 

Specific  Comments 


PAGE  PARAGRAPH  SENTENCE  COMMENT 

Section  2.3.33  2-155-159  Comments  pertinent  to  most 

assessments  and  data  intro¬ 
duced  here  (and  In  the  bal¬ 
ance  of  Chapter  II)  are  to  be 
found  with  comments  on  Chap¬ 
ters  III  and  IV  where  the 
data  are  either  originally 
presented  or  presented  in 
more  detail . 

2-156  1  1  400  square  miles  is  a  lot  of 

resource.  Is  this  meant  to 
reflect  400  square  miles  of 
area  with  resources  of  par¬ 
ticular  sensitivity  levels, 
or  what? 

2-156  3  How  great  Is  the  potential 

that  In  avoiding  known  sites 
at  this  early  juncture, 
conflict  has  been  Introduced 
with  even  more  unknown  sites 
(given  that  a  very  high 
percentage  of  eligible 
National  Register  properties 
In  the  area  are  still  uniden¬ 
tified). 


PAGE  PARAGRAPH  SENTENCE 


COMMENT 


2-157  1 

6T 


2-157  2 


3-210  6 


3-210  6 


[ 

,,  Section  3.2.3.10.2 


1  Why  was  this  50-*11e  radius 
area  not  Introduced  and 
analyzed  In  Chapters  III  and 
IV  where  some  precision  In 
treatment  Is  so  badly  lack¬ 
ing.  An  area  that  large,  at 
least,  will  be  required  to 
account  for  Indirect  Impacts 
associated  with  the  OBs. 

The  data  presented  In  this 
docunent  will  not  support 
these  rankings  (see  arche¬ 
ology  and  history  general 
comments  and  critiques,  and 
comments  on  Chapters  III  and 
IV).  A  sound  logical  argu¬ 
ment  can  easily  be  made  for 
split  basing  being  by  far  the 
least  savory  of  the  alterna¬ 
tives  as  regards  Impacts  on 
archeological  and  historical 
resources--why  waste  substan¬ 
tial  portions  of  two  areas 
rather  than  sacrifice  one  and 
save  the  other. 

1  Should  be  noted  that  a  great 
nimber  of  eligible  properties 
have  not  been  identlfied-- 
those  on  or  nominated  to  the 
register  comprise  only  a  tiny 
fraction  of  what  will  even¬ 
tually  be  located.  Also, 
note  that  criteria  are  such 
that  a  high  percentage  of  all 
archeological  sites  are 
eligible  properties  (capable 
of  yielding  data). 

4  Referenced  figure  does  not 
differentiate  between  Nation¬ 
al  and  Utah  State  Register 
properties. 

Extremely  abbreviated  outline 
of  the  area's  culture  his¬ 
tory.  Not  well  written. 
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3-217  partial 

3-217  1 

3-217  1 

3-217  3 

3-217  3 

Figure  3.2.3.10-1 

Chapter  III.  Part  II 


3  Delete  Pueblean.  Note  exten¬ 
sive  Virgin  Branch  occupation 
In  Southwestern  Utah. 

2  Exactly  what  Is  the  area  that 
the  2000  sites  are  from? 
Cannot  extract  that  Informa¬ 
tion  here  or  from  ETR  23. 

Must  present  more  about  this 
base:  does  It  represent  a 
substantial  or  Insignificant 
portion  of  the  projected 
base,  does  It  represent  all 
or  only  portions  of  the  area 
under  consideration,  etc. 

3-8  Why  are  historical  site  types 
Introduced  here  with  a  separ¬ 
ate  section  on  historical 
resources  Immediately  follow¬ 
ing?  Are  there  actually, 
then,  3800  archeological  and 
historical  sites  accoirted 
for,  or  is  there  mixing  of 
the  groups  and  the  total 
figure  lower? 

1  Mormon  Influence  Is  central 
to  the  settlement  and  much  of 
the  development  of  much  of 
the  area— should  be  specifi¬ 
cally  noted. 

4  "Boom  and  bust"  Is  not  really 
characteristic  of  the  area  as 
a  whole.  In  many  respects, 
this  phenomenon  operated 
outside  a  basic  and  ongoing 
stability. 

Inappropriate  to  Introduce 
Impacts  In  a  figure  purport¬ 
ing  to  display  National 
Register  properties. 

There  Is  a  great  deal  of 
confusion  Introduced  In  this 
chapter  relevant  to  exactly 
what  pieces  of  real  estate 
are  being  analyzed.  For 
examples:  1)  The  Introduc¬ 
tion  to  Part  II  Is  entitled 
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PAGE  PARAGRAPH  SENTENCE  COMMENT 

"Operating  Base  Vicinity 
Environment" ;  2)  The  Intro¬ 
duction  to  the  section  deal¬ 
ing  with  Beryl  (page  3-357) 
notes  that  "The  Area  of 
Analysis  (AOA)  for  the  Beryl 
operating  base  Includes  Iron 
Coimty";  3)  The  same  Intro¬ 
ductory  paragraph  goes  on  to 
say  "The  AOA  Is  located  In 
the  south  central  section  of 
the  region  of  Influence  (ROI) 
as  shown  In  Figure  3. 4.1.1- 
1".  The  ROI  Is  not  defined 
here  or  In  the  glossary,  and 
the  area  highlighted  on 
Figure  3. 4. 1.1-1  (page  3-358) 
is  known  elsewhere  as  the 
Operating  Base  Suitability 
Zone.  Much  of  the  problem 
here  surfaces  after  close 
reading  of  what  the  tiering 
process  Involves.  Despite  the 
fact  that  the  major  decisions 
to  be  made  with  this  Tier  1 
EIS  are  selections  of  the  DDA 
and  the  OB  suitability  zones, 
the  Air  Force  has  defined  Its 
way  Into  conducting  consider¬ 
able  site-specific  analysis 
by  the  use  of  "conceptual 
layouts"  "tentatively  sited" 
within  suitability  zones 
(pages  1-57  to  1-61).  How¬ 
ever,  In  Chapters  II -IV, 
these  "tentative"  sitings 
become  "the  proposed  site," 
the  "Milford  OB  siting  area," 
the  "Beryl  OB,"  etc..  With 
these  terms  added  to  the  list 
noted  above,  and  the  analysis 
carried  on  concurrently.  It 
often  becomes  essentially 
Impossible  to  tell  what  the 
real  level  of  analysis  Is. 

Section  3.4.1.3.13  3-388  This  Is  a  wholly  Inadequate 

section. 
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3-388 
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What  and  where  Is  the  "vicin¬ 
ity."  For  purposes  of 
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Section  3.4 


3-388  5 

3-388  5 

3-388  5 


3.3.13  3-452 

3-452  2 

3-452  2 

3-452  2 


assessing  Impacts  (Indirect 
particularly),  we  should  be 
dealing  with  the  suitability 
zone  and  at  least  a  50-mile 
buffer.  This  would  encompass 
an  area  that  at  present 
probably  Includes  better  than 
1000  docunented  archeological 
sites.  Of  particular  concern 
In  the  more  Immediate  areas 
are  the  dense  concentrations 
of  sites  (some  very  large) 
associated  (In  part  at  least) 
with  an  obsidian  source 
somewhere  near  Modena  (exact 
source  location  not  known  at 
present;  see  42In  109,  110 
and  499  through  513  for  site 
and  density  examples),  and 
apparent  late  Paleo  point 
from  the  Escalante  Desert 
(see  Hunt  and  Keller,  and 
local  professionals). 

4  Virgin  Anasazl  to  the  south, 
Fremont  to  the  east. 

5  This  Is  a  meaningless  piece 
of  quantification. 

5  What  exactly  Is  a  "potential 
historical  site?" 

Paleontological  resources 
should  be  weighted  equally  to 
archeological  and  historical 
resources',  It  Is  neither. 

Inadequate  section.  Also 
paleontology  Is  not  properly 
a  subheading. 

1  In  the  vicinity  of  what,  or 
where? 

3  Possible  (?)— If  not  early 
man,  from  whence  the  prints. 

4  Examples?  How  close  to  what 
Is  the  general  area? 


PAGE  PARAGRAPH  SENTENCE 


COMMENT 


Section  3. 


Section  4. 


Section  4. 


3-452  2 


.5.3.13  3-511 


.2.14  4-717-755 


.2.14.1  4-717  2 


5  Meaningless  quantification. 
Should  be  looking  at  50  miles 
or  better  to  accoifit  for 
Indirect  Impacts. 

Wholly  Inadequate  section. 
Should  treat  an  area  large 
enough  to  accoifit  for  Indir¬ 
ect  Impacts  (50-mlle  radius). 
Good  data  are  available  from 
Blawn  Wash,  Mineral  Moun¬ 
tains,  Cunningham  Wash,  etc. 
(see  local  professionals). 
Historical  resources  In 
Milford  (particularly  rail¬ 
road  associated)  should  be 
dealt  with,  as  well  as  Frisco 
and  Newhouse  and  several  kiln 
locations  scattered  In  the 
foothills. 

Since  this  section  does 
actually  present  a  very  few 
bits  of  hard  resource  data, 
plus  a  few  reasonable  gues¬ 
ses,  what  possible  reason  was 
there  for  Chapter  III? 

The  section  shows  some 
thought  relevant  to  the  kinds 
and  general  extent  of  Impacts 
anticipated.  However,  there 
Is  no  quantification  of  the 
sort  that  one  can  really  come 
to  grips  with.  "Real" 
nuntoers  on  sites,  densities 
types,  and  projected  losses 
will  have  to  be  produced  for 
a  satisfactory  analysis. 

It  may  be  a  little  misleading 
to  lean  so  heavily  on  the 
National  Historic  Preserva¬ 
tion  Act.  Citation  of  the 
Archeological  Resources 
Protection  Act  (1979)  would 
be  appropriate.  Again,  It 
would  be  well  to  emphasize 
that  only  a  tiny  fraction  of 
potentially  eligible  proper¬ 
ties  have  been  Identified  to 
date. 
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Figure  4. 


♦-717-718  3 


4-718  1 

1 


.2.14-1 


4-718  4 


Hill  the  existing  data  base 
really  support  this  kind  of 
analysis?  Review  of  ETR  23 
Indicates  that  this  Is  highly 
questionable.  The  statis¬ 
tical  and  logical  constructs 
presented  In  the  ETR  23 
rather  resemble  an  Inverted 
house  of  cards— It  would  not 
take  much  to  bring  It  down. 

Reasonable  statement,  gener¬ 
ally.  Needs  more  precise 
quantification. 

2  What  became  of  the  "very 

high"  sensitivity  introduced 
In  Section  4.3.2.14.1  (pages 
4-717  to  4-756)? 

This  figure  Is  useless  irless 
some  precision  Is  Introduced 
In  the  supporting  narrative 
as  to  what  areas  of  high 
sensitivity  means.  Are  these 
the  "moderate  to  high"  areas 
Introduced  on  page  4-718, 
para.  3,  sent.  3;  the  "moder¬ 
ate  to  very  high"  sensitivity 
areas,  page  4-718,  partial, 
partial;  or  something  else? 
Must  have  densities  or 
numbers  associated  and 
compared  to  similar  figures 
from  areas  predicted  to  have 
lower  sensitivities.  Use  of 
the  large  triangles  for 
National  Register  sites  Is 
misleading  on  the  one  hand, 
and  makes  the  figure  diffi¬ 
cult  to  read.  Presentation  of 
only  high  sensitivity  areas 
tends  to  draw  one  to  an 
either/or,  presence/absence 
conclusion  not  Intended  by 
the  supporting  narrative,  and 
certainly  not  the  case. 

last  Referenced  Table  4.3.2.14-1 
(page  4-721)— what  Is  the 
rationale  for  assessing  less 
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4-722 
A  723 


4-722  2 

Table  4.3.2.14-2  4-723- 

729 

4-734  2 

4-735  1 

4-735  1 

4-735  1 

4-735  1 


than  high  Impacts  for  wilts 
with  high  sensitivity 
rati ngs? 

How  do  we  accommodate  the 
statements  regarding  the 
projected  richness  of  areas 
surrounding  the  OB,  plus 
those  In  the  paragraph  deal¬ 
ing  with  OB  residential  and 
residential  area,  with  the 
graphic  presentation  of 
Figure  4.3.2.14-1  (page  4- 
719).  The  figure  displays 
only  siting  data,  these  are 
no  Indications  of  sensitivity 
zones,  etc.. 

last  "Implement"  ? 

Relative  sensitivity  and 
Impacts  are  mainly  assessed 
(too  low)  for  units  52  and  53 
(Lund,  Beryl -Enterprl se ) . 

1-2  Good  statements  on  potentials 

for  Indirect  Impacts  and  the 
difficulty  of  mitigating 
them.  Should  be  more  promi¬ 
nently  presented. 

1  The  surveys  may  be  conducted, 
but  will  they  have  any  bear¬ 
ing  on  selection  of  OB  suita¬ 
bility  zones,  or  even  spe¬ 
cific  siting? 

2  Where  Is  this  portion  of  the 
existing  data  base  presented 
In  either  narrative,  tabular 
or  figure  form? 

last  What  Is  the  region?  Eighty 
percent  of  what  (how  many)? 

1-2  A  good  topographic  map  might 
be  Illustrative  of  these 
assessments.  Figure  4.3.2.14- 
3  Is  not.  Why  are  the  refer¬ 
enced  areas  not  color  coded 
while  the  areas  brought 
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4-735  3 


4-735  6 


4-737  1-2 


Figure  4.3.2.14-5  4-738 


4-739  5 


forward  from  Figure  4.3.2.14- 
1  (DAA  analysts)  are? 

1  Decent  statement.  Could  be 
expanded  and  refined.  As  an 
example,  the  Mlldhorse  Canyon 
property  Is  not  a  particu¬ 
larly  valuable  archeological 
resource;  however,  the  100s 
(probably  1000s)  of  sites  In 
and  around  the  Mineral  Moun¬ 
tains  and  these  at  least 
partially  due  to  the  obsidian 
In  Wlldhorse,  are  extremely 
valuable  and  are  what  will  be 
Impacted. 

1  The  only  sensitivity  zones 
shown  on  Figure  4.3.2.14-3 
are  those  brought  forward 
from  Figure  4.3.2.14-1  and 
pertinent  to  DAA  analysis. 

Poor  analysis  of  the  poten¬ 
tial  of  the  area.  See  com¬ 
ments  on  the  Beryl  OB  for 
Chapter  III. 

What  Is  displayed  here,  what 
are  the  ledges,  how  Is  this 
keyed  In  the  section  on  Delta 
OB  Impacts?  Singularly 
uninformative,  as  are  other 
OB  and  vicinity  figures  In 
this  section. 

1  Even  a  very  liberal  reading 
of  the  "rules"  of  the  tiering 
process  Indicates  that  we 
should  not  yet  be  dealing 
with  OBTS  site-specific 
analysis. 


General  Comments :  Local  Native  American  Review  Team 


Congress  has  recognized  the  special  relationship  between  the  federal  govern- 
ment  and  Native  American  Nations.  This  must  be  considered  In  planning  and 
mitigation  processes.  Due  to  this  special  relationship  there  must  be  govern- 
ment-to-govemment  negotiations. 

The  time  frame  for  DEIS  and  EIS  studies  Is  inadequate  considering  the  impacts 
Indicated  In  these  documents.  Due  to  scope  of  the  construction,  DEIS  commit¬ 
tees  are  not  given  time  to  adequately  review  direct.  Indirect  and  cumulative 

Impacts. 

Many  pertinent  facts  contained  in  Environmental  Technical  Reports  are  not 
entered  in  DEIS. 


Request  Native  American  studies  and  mitigation  processes  in  the  following 
areas:  1)  artifacts/archaeology,  2)  native  resources/wildlife  and  plant 
usage,  3)  health  services,  4)  tribal  enterprises /economic  development,  5) 
housing,  6)  education/vocational  training,  7)  reservation  land  withdrawal  and 
8)  water  rights. 

Based  on  the  DEIS  impact  ratings,  recommend  split  basing. 
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1-2  2 


1-2  3 

1-12  2 

1-16  2 


1-20  1 


Add  to  Evaluation  List: 
detailed,  intensive  Native 
American  sacred  site-specific 
analysis,  water  rights,  land 
withdrawal  for  reservation 
expansion  and  mitigation 
specifics. 

last  Delete:  best  available 

evidence.  Add:  adequate 
data  necessary. 

3  Delete:  nautical  miles. 

Add:  all  other  references 
are  in  statutory  miles. 

2,3,4  Suggest  that  further  realis¬ 
tic  EIS  studies  be  completed 

before  MX  expansion  be  al¬ 
lowed. 

2  Dust  pall i at ive— composite  is 

suspected  of  being  harmful  to 
environment.  Definition  of 
palliative:  to  cover  by 
excuses  and  apologies.  Per 
Websters  New  College  Diction- 
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Table  1.4.1 


ary  1980.  Definition  dust 
palliative  In  question  re¬ 
quest  additional  studies. 


1-20 

1-27 

1-38 

1-45 


3 

8 


Public  access  assured  so  that 
Native  American  sacred  sites 
will  not  be  impacted. 

DTN  road  statement  contra¬ 
dicts  1-20  para.  2. 

All  specific  areas  should  be 
returned  to  natural  state, 
and/or  allocated  to  local  or 
state  population. 

As  presently  constituted 
local  committee  does  not  have 
a  Native  American  representa¬ 
tive. 

Add: 


1-46 


Potential 

1977 

High  Distance 

Base  Loc. 

Communi ty 

Est. 

To  Base  (Miles 

Utah  Beryl 

Newcastle 

1,000 

25 

Beryl  Junction 

1,200 

5 

Lund 

300 

10 

Modena 

17 

20 

Garden  Valley 

100 

16 

State  Line 

30 

40 

1-4  9 

4 

Add: 

9.  Protection  of 

archaeol ogical 

and/or  tradi- 

tlonal 

sacred 

areas. 

1-50  2 

Delete:  entire  sentence. 

Add: 

Shelter  should  be 

1-51  2 

1-53  2 


last 


returned  to  natural  state, 
land  recovered,  and/or  access 
should  be  allocated  to  local, 
state  or  private  groups. 

Delete:  Igloo.  Insert: 
shelter. 

Recommend  for  economic  and 
safety  reasons  that  central 
facility  be  located  near  MX 


Table  1.6-1 


Table  1.6-2 
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locality  and  missile  not  be 
transported  long  distances 
for  repair.  No  mention  of 
how  Air  Force  will  guarantee 
public  safety  during  trans¬ 
portation  of  warheads  over 
long  distances. 


1-53  5 

last 

Add:  where  hazardous  wastes 
will  be  stored. 

1-55 

Add: 

Project 

Feature 

Federal 

Permit 

Agency 

Add: 

Add: 

Storage  of 

Toxic  Substances 

Utah  and  Native  American 

EPA  Representative 

Stream  Cross¬ 
ings  impoundment 

Sec.  404 

Native  American  Representa¬ 
tive 

Impact  of 
Construction 

Permit 

Native  American  Representa¬ 
tive 

Impact  of 
Construction 

Tribal 

Leaders 

Tribal  leaders 

Historic 

Trails 

Native  American  Representa¬ 
tive 

1-56 

Water  Appro¬ 
priation 

Native  American  Representa¬ 
tive 

Disturbance  of  20 
Acres  or  More 

Native  American  Representa¬ 
tive 

Hazardous 

Waste  Disposal 

Native  American  Representa¬ 
tive 

1-70  3 

Add:  Native  American  reser- 

vatlon  acquisition,  and/or 
reservation  expansion.  (P.L. 
96-227  Stat.  317)  must  be 
coordinated  with  the  BLM. 


3 


1 


I 
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PARAGRAPH 
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COMMENT 

1-71 

3 

1 

Public  land  requirements  not 
defined. 

1-72 

2 

Request  Native  American 
representative  to  Corps  of 
Engineers— hopefully  Corps  of 
Engineers  and  Air  Force  will 
act  in  good  faith  during 
mitigation  process. 

•  Table  2.1-2  2-9 

Add:  Southern  Paiute  expan¬ 
sion-public  and/or  private 
lands  withdrawal  requests 
which  will  be  Identified 
before  1982  for  reservation 
expansion. 

2-12 

Registered 

Properties 

Include  proposed  Indian 
archaeological  and  historical 
sites  Identified  by  the 

Paiute  Cultural  Resource 
person  for  inclusion  in  the 
National  Register. 

2-67 

4 

5 

Revegetation  of  the  selected 
area  is  critical  to  preserva¬ 
tion  of  Native  American 
cultural  survival,  including 
food,  traditional  crafts  and 
spiritual  beliefs. 

2-105 

♦ 

5 

3 

The  proposed  Great  Basin 
National  Park  issue  is  inade¬ 
quate  in  the  area  of  land  and 
water  withdrawal  and  long¬ 
term  impacts.  Request  sup¬ 
plemental  EIS. 

2-108 

5 

The  unique  values  of  Native 
Americans'  lifestyles,  social 
and  religious  organizations 
are  rural  In  nature  and  have 
not  been  dealt  with  effec¬ 
tively  In  the  quality  of  life 
section. 

2-111 

3 

Delete:  entire  paragraph. 

2-112 

2 

Information  Inadequate. 

2-115 

4 

Second  and  third  statements 

f 

l 

j 

»  , 

1 

PAGE 

PARAGRAPH 

SENTENCE  COMMENT 

i 

Inadequate. 

> 

Figure  2.3-1 

Short 

-Term  Effects 

> 

Native  American  Cultural  Resources 

PA 

2-06 

question  no  significant  Impact 

a 

I 

ALT  2 

1-OB 

question  no  significant  Impact 

ALT  6 

1-06 

question  no  significant  Impact 

* 

Native  American  Water  and  Land  Use 

PA 

2-06 

question  no  significant  impact 

» 

ALT  1 

2-OB 

question  no  significant  impact 

ALT  2 

2 -OB 

question  no  significant  impact 

ALT  3 

1-OB 

question  no  significant  impact 

2-OB 

question  no  significant  Impact 

ALT  4 

1-OB 

question  no  significant  impact 

ALT  5 

1-OB 

question  no  significant  impact 

ALT  6 

1-OB 

question  no  significant  Impact 

Native 

American  Migration 

ALT  2 

2-OB 

question  no  significant  impact 

i 

Figure  2.3-1 

Long-Term 

Native  American  Water  and  Land  Use 

PA 

DDA 

question  no  significant  impact 

l 

2-OB 

question  no  significant  impact 

ALT  1 

DOA 

question  no  significant  impact 

2-OB 

question  no  significant  impact 

ALT  2 

DOA 

question  no  significant  impact 

2-OB 

question  no  significant  impact 

ft 

ALT  3 

DDA 

question  no  significant  impact 

1-OB 

question  no  significant  impact 

ALT  4 

DDA 

question  no  significant  impact 

1-OB 

question  no  significant  Impact 

ALT  5 

DDA 

question  no  significant  Impact 

1-OB 

question  no  significant  Impact 

ft 

ALT  6 

DDA 

question  no  significant  Impact 

w 

Native  American  Migration 

PA 

DDA 

question  no  significant  Impact 

i 

ALT  1 

DDA 

question  no  significant  Impact 

ft 

ALT  2 

DDA 

question  no  significant  Impact 

W 

ALT  3 

DDA 

question  no  significant  Impact 

f 

ALT  4 

DDA 

question  no  significant  Impact 

i 

f  '* 

ALT  5 

DDA 

question  no  significant  Impact 

! 

1 

_r 

l 
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P 


ALT  6  DOA  question  no  significant  Impact 


Section 

2.3.5 

2-121 

6 

last 

Insufficient  data. 

Sect^n 

2.3.5 

No  mention  made  of  Native 
American  uses  of  natural 
vegetation. 

2-126 

partial 

2 

Inconsistent  with  previous 
statement  about  availability 
of  water  to  revegetate  area 
(p.  2-67,  para.  4). 

2-126 

2 

last 

Vague  statement;  does  not 
relate  value  of  marsh  reeds 
to  Native  American  weaving 
crafts. 

2-135 

5 

1 

Direct  contradiction  to  page 
2-111,  para.  4,  last  sen¬ 
tence-stable  social  and 
cultu-al  conditions. 

2-152 

2 

last 

Add:  these  studies. 

2-152 

Add:  (between  para.  3-4) 

The  lack  of  Native  American 
ancestoral  and  cultural  data 
available  is  insufficient  to 
make  a  decision  related  to 
the  preservation  of  sacred 
sites  within  the  deployment 
area. 

2-154 

2 

Delete:  entire  sentence. 

2-154 

5 

Insufficient  data  and  re¬ 
search.  Add:  Richfield 
(85),  Shivwits  (189),  Cedar 
Colony  (138),  Indian  Peaks 
(30)  and  Kanosh  (74). 

2-155 

partial 

1 

Add:  Mitigation  process 

should  state  why,  when,  where 
and  how;  deadlines  set  and 
economic  plans  should  coin¬ 
cide  with  tribal  base  devel¬ 
opment.  Define:  central 
reservation. 


» 


» 


I 


» 


I 


I 


» 


I 


» 


2-155  last 


The  PMOA  has  no  Native  Amerl- 
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COMMENT 


2-156  4 

2-157  1  3 

2-157  4  3 

2-157  5  3 

2-163  last 

2-164  1  2 


2-164  2  1 

2-164  3 


can  members.  The  Air  Force 
has  established  a  PMOA  review 
committee.  Under  committee 
membership  no  Native  American 
listed. 

Before  construction  a  reason¬ 
able  time  must  be  given  to 
establish  properties  and 
prevent  unavoidable  damage. 

Add:  Indian  Peak  Game  Refuge 
Area,  formerly  Palute  Reser¬ 
vation  inds. 

Add:  Illegal  fossil  collec¬ 
tion  has,  does  and  will 
occur. 

More  site-specific  studies 
should  be  mandatory  during 
Tier  2  analyses. 

Due  to  dense  site  concentra¬ 
tion  in  the  former  Indian 
Peaks  Reservation  area, 
thorough  site  markings  end 
protection  must  proceed 
construction  phase. 

One  reason  Native  American 
land  and/or  water  resources 
do  not  show  Impact  is  because 
Paiute  Reservation  expansion 
began  in  April  1980,  under 
Public  Law  96-227;  mitigation 
process  for  land  withdrawal 
is  presently  being  developed 
between  the  tribe,  BIA  and 
the  Air  Force. 

Correct:  Shlvwits  Reserva¬ 
tion  population  189  not  65. 

Proposed  Action  studies  for 
site-selection  not  adequate. 
Native  American  sites  within 
50  miles  of  Milford  OB  must 
be  thoroughly  documented 
before  beginning  construc¬ 
tion. 


PAGE  PARAGRAPH  SENTENCE 


COMMENT 


3-56  5 

3-56  last 

3-74  3 

Table  3. 2. 2. 6-1  3-66 

and  67 

Section  3. 2. 3. 7 

3-175  6 

3-182  1 

3-202  3 

4 

4 


No  reference  made  to  tradi¬ 
tional  usage  by  Native  Ameri¬ 
cans  of  natural  vegetation 
and  soils. 

No  mention  of  Native  American 
usage  of  local  clays  to 
produce  pottery,  out-door 
ovens  and  decorative  paints. 

Information  should  have  been 
collected  before  draft  was 
published  for  thorough  exam¬ 
ination. 

No  further  information  on 
reptiles  discussed  in  dia¬ 
logue  following  Table 
3. 2. 2. 6-1. 

Add:  section  on  Native 
American  Reservation  or 
Reservation  Expansion  lands. 

Campgrounds  and  major  recrea¬ 
tional  areas  should  be  con¬ 
structed  to  avoid  Native 
American  religious  sites. 

OR Vs  should  be  restricted  to 
select  areas,  marked  to  avoid 
Native  American  religious 
sites. 

Add:  hunting  areas— Yucca— 
Cactus— juniper  tree  (medi¬ 
cine  tree).  Unidentified 
sites  of  cultural  signifi¬ 
cance  are  currently  in  use, 
and  are  inhabited  today 
following  the  traditional 
Pa  lute  migration  pattern. 

1  Delete:  other  purposes. 

Add:  religious,  medicinal 
and  crafts. 

2  Delete:  as  in  aboriginal 
times.  Add:  In  current 
times. 


last 


Add:  Native  American  uses  of 
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riparian  species  should  be 
Identified.  For  example: 
squaw  bush  (berries  and 
willows).  Insufficient  data. 

3-208  7  According  to  Public  Law  96- 

227  passed  In  April  1980,  the 
Southern  Palute  Nation  was 
awarded  15,000  acres.  Land 
withdrawal  for  reservation 
expansion  has  yet  to  be 
determined. 

3-208  7  3  Delete:  The  federal  govern¬ 

ment  has  two  years  to  develop 
its  plan.  Add:  The  Paiute 
Nation  has  two  years  to 
develop  the  Paiute  Reserva¬ 
tion  plan. 

Table  3. 2. 3. 9-1  3-209  Add: 


Reservation 

County 

Located 

Tribal 

Group 

Acreage 

Shivwits 

Washington 

Paiute 

28,160 

Richfield 

Sevier 

Paiute 

5.5 

Kanosh 

Millard 

Paiute 

80 

Indian  Peak 

Beaver 

Paiute 

0 

Cedar  City 

Iron 

Paiute 

5 

Date  Est.  Pop. 

Est.  B I A  Agency  Tribal 

Headqt*'s. 

1903 

189 

Phoenix 

Cedar  City 

1972 

85 

Phoenix 

Cedar  City 

1929 

74 

Phoeni x 

Cedar  City 

NA 

30 

Phoenix 

Cedar  City 

1974 

138 

Phoenix 

Q 

Cedar  City 

Tribal  Gov't.^ 


6 

6 

6 

6 

6 
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3-210  4  1 


3-210 


3-210  5  and  6 


3-210  last  2 


Delete:  Note.  Add:  Note: 
Southern  Palute  Nation 
awarded  15,000  acres  PL  96- 
227  Stat.  317.  Land  yet  to 
be  Identified.  Add;  *The 
Interim  Tribal  Council  under 
P.L.  96-227  Is  the  governing 
body  for  the  5  Southern 
Palute  bands  listed  above. 

Insufficient  data  on  present 
and  future  Native  American 
water  rights  which  include 
expansion. 

Native  American  reservation 
and  colonies.  Proposed 
reservation  expansion  not 
shown  for  Southern  Paiutes. 

Unidentified  sites  should  be 
Identified  as  to  Native 
American  religious  and  sacred 
sites. 

Delete:  It  is  thought  that, 
follow  and  the  past  tense. 


Figure  3. 2. 3. 9-5  3-214 


Figure  3.2.3.10-1 


3-217  partial  2 


3-217  1  1 

3-217  2 


Indian  Peak--water  resources 
(not  marked).  Whiter  Moun¬ 
tain  near — Baker  (not 
marked). 

Not  marked— Domingus  Esca¬ 
lante  Trail,  Parowan  gap, 
Spanish  Trail,  Modena— some 
Obsidian  beds. 

lelete:  entire  sentence. 

Add:  Numlc  speaking  groups 
migrated  Into  the  Great  Basin 
following  Archaic  pattern  of 
seasonal  movement  and  utili¬ 
zation  of  natural  food  re¬ 
sources. 

Delete:  exploited  by  past 
occupants.  Add:  utilized  by 
current  occupants. 

Archaeological  Native  Ameri¬ 
can  sites  must  be  identified 


PAGE  PARAGRAPH  SENTENCE 


COMMENT 


3-217  3 


Section  3.4. 1.1  3-357  2 


3  1 

3-367  6 

3-369  partial  3 


Section  3.4. 1.3  3-369 


i 


and  preserved. 

Information  Inadequate  as 
referring  to  Native  American 
historical  sites,  battle 
grounds,  campsites  and  home- 
sites  and  burial  grounds. 

Add:  In  1849  ...  for 
settlement  by  encroachment  on 
Southern  Pa lute  lands.  At 
any  rate.  In  the  final  judg¬ 
ment  the  Southern  Palutes 
were  awarded  $8,250,000  for 
29,935,000  acres  of  land 
(this  figure  apparently  being 
only  an  estimate,  as  the 
Commission  states:  "The 
overall  acreage  involved  in 
all  of  these  claims  is  ap¬ 
proximately  29,935,000  acres, 
we  are  advised.")  This  adds 
up  to  about  27{  per  acre. 

Should  be  past  tense.  Add: 
Paiute  land  withdrawal 
$15,000. 

What  about  the  wild  horses 
and  burros  that  are  numerous 
in  these  valleys? 

No  Native  American  rare 
plants  or  animal  species 
identified— inadequate  infor¬ 
mation,  request  supplemental 
EIS  studies. 

No  references  made  to  provide 
for  minorities  under  hiring, 
housing,  health  care,  educa¬ 
tion,  police  and  firemen  and 
community  Infracture. 

Escalante  Valley  Migrant 
Housing  Project— during 
seasonal  employment  as  high 
as  200  migrant  workers  and 
their  dependents,  mostly 
Native  Americans  from  various 
areas  In  the  west,  96  percent 
minority,  work  for  minimum 


// 


r 

i 

1 

PAGE  PARAGRAPH 

SENTENCE  COMMENT 

> 

] 

i 

wages  for  local  agri-business 
farms  and  ranches.  These 
people  could  benefit  from 
vocational  training  to  adjust 

» 

;  ■ 

to  the  deployment  of  the  MX 
missile  In  the  Great  Basin 

| 

area. 

¥ 

!  I 

Section  3. 4. 1.3. 2 

3-373 

When  mitigation  processes  are 

Implemented,  vocational 
training  and  other  educa- 

tional  opportunities  for 

minorities  will  increase  the 
standard  of  living  for  mi- 

9 

grant  workers  who  are  now 
restricted  to  minimum  wages. 

Section  3. 4. 2. 3. 3 

3-373 

Recommend  that  Title  IV  and 

Title  XX  and  other  minority 
or  disadvantaged  funds  be 
attached  directly  to  minority 
educational  groups. 


Section  3. 4. 1.3.4 

3-373 

Add:  Migrant  and  minority 

ft 

population  count. 

W 

Table  3.4.1.3.-4 

3-375 

Add:  note  at  bottom  of 
chart.  Utah  1979  per  capita 

Income  $7,004.00  Southern 

Paiute  Nation  1979  per  capi- 

tal  income  $1,968.00 

9 

Table  3.4. 1.3-7 

3-378 

Add:  minority  funding 
sources  Title  IV,  etc..  No 
information  on  federal  and 

state  funds. 

9 

Section  3.4. 1.3.5 

3-380 

No  minority  statistics  given. 

What  about  HUD  development? 

,r 

i 

i 

1 

3-380  4 

No  minority  statistics— such 
as  studies  of  enrollment  or 

number  of  professional  staff 

9 

r 

who  are  members  of  mi  nor i- 

\ 

( 

ties.  Information  about 
education  and  Impacts  totally 

1 

l 

neglected.  The  population  of 
analysis  area  will  be  highly 

Impacted.  Should  be  analysis 
of  surplus  capacity  and  a 

9 

f 

l 

1 

n 

needs  assessment  for  neces¬ 
sary  growth  planning  for 

| 

» 

i  . ..  . 

» 

 J 
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COMMENT 


3-380  5 


3-387  1 

Section  3.4.1.3.12  3-388  2 


4 


4 

3-388  5 


3-388  5 


educational  facilities  and 
staffing. 

The  Palute  Nation,  Interim 
Tribal  Council  Is  placing 
health  care  as  the  number  one 
priority  of  tribal  goals. 

This  Section  contains  no 
needs  assessment  regarding 
health  care  for  minorities. 

No  reference  to  Southern 
Paiute  Nation  Reservation 
land  expansion. 

3  Public  Law  96-227  Stat.  317 

provides  that  old  reservation 
lands  be  restored  to  the 
extent  possible  but  not  to 
exceed  15,000  acres,  with  the 
approval  of  Congress,  in 
addition  to  26,160  acres 
retained  by  the  Shivwits  band 
and  80  acres  of  original 
reservation  lands  retained  by 
the  Kanosh  band  of  the  Paiute 
Indian  Tribe  of  Utah. 

3  Site— specific  information  on 

socioeconomic  environment 
...  of  the  Southern  Utah 
Paiute  Nation  is  not  being 
collected.  The  Southern 
Paiute  Nation  requests  repre¬ 
sentation. 

3  Correct  Shivwits. 

Not  consistent  with  OB  Beryl 
evaluation.  Short  term  camps 
not  mentioned.  Also— 31 
percent  of  the  area  ...  OB 
Beryl  site  predicted  to 
contain  historical  sites.  No 
mention  of  this  in  earlier 
Information. 

More  thorough  site  and  uni¬ 
dentified  sites  surveys  must 
be  made.  Delete:  Puebloan. 
Add:  Anazasl 


IS 


! 

i 

1 

PAGE 

PARAGRAPH  SENTENCE 

COMMENT 

3-425 

2  1 

Correct:  Millard's  first 

European  settlement  was  .  .  . 

Native  American  Inhabitants 
have  lived  In  the  area  of 
analysis  for  centuries  before 
the  migration  of  European 
emi grants. 

3-450 

4fr 

3  and  4 

Kanosh  Reservation  was  estab¬ 
lished  in  1929.  No  mention 

Is  made  of  present  Southern 

Palute  Reservation  expansion 
processes  under  PL  96-227 

Stat.  317. 

Section  3.4.3.3.12  3-451 

Native  Americans— Contempor¬ 
ary  Southern  Paiutes  moved 

Into  the  Sevier  Desert  basin 
after  the  forced  migration  . 

•  • 

last 

Delete:  aboriginal.  Add: 
traditional . 

3-452 

♦ 

1 

First  sentence  is  incorrect. 

There  are  reservation  lands, 
i.e.,  Kanosh.  Last  sentence: 

Site  specific  data  on  Native 

American  cultural  resources 
and  socioeconomic  environment 
are  being  gathered  at  .  .  . 

(incorrect).  Site— specific 
data  is  not  being  collected. 

The  Southern  Paiute  Nation 
requests  representation  on 
data  gathering  team  when 
established. 

3-452 

2  1 

Incorrect:  There  are  no 
recorded  archaeological  or 
historical  sites  In  the 
vicinity— insufficient  data— 
site-extensive  studies  not 
done. 

3-485 

2  1 

Incorrect:  Beaver  County's 
first  settlement  was  Beaver 
founded  In  1856  as  a  Mormon 
colony.  Correct:  Beaver 

County's  first  settlements 
were  Native  Americans.  These 

Native  American  settlements 

~1 

I 

>  i 


I 
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A 
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PARAGRAPH  SENTENCE 


COMMENT 


PAGE 


Section  3.4.5.3.11  3-509  7 


Section  3.4.5.3.12  3-511  1 


Section  3.4.5.3.13  3-511  3 

Book  IV  Part  III 

Section  4-3.2.13.1.1  4-677  1 

4-677  2 

4-678  1 

4-679  1 

4-679  2 

Section  4.3.2.13.2  4-679  3 

Section  4.3.2.13.2  4-679  3 


were  here  for  hundreds  of 
years  before  European  emi¬ 
grants  came  Into  the  area. 

land  use  plans— no  informa¬ 
tion  about  PL  96-227  Stat. 

317  Southern  Palute  Nation 
Reservation  Expansion. 

1  Delete:  aboriginal.  Add: 
traditional . 

5  Delete:  field  research. 

Add:  no  site-specific  Native 
American  studies  are  being 
done. 

Site-specific  studies  must  be 
collected  so  that  Native 
American  sacred  sites  will  be 
documented. 

Add  Chapter  IV  Part  II  first. 
Starts  with  4-493  on  2  pages. 

3  Strike:  last  sentence. 

Studies  not  completed  about 
Native  Americans. 

partial  Past  and  present  usage- 
delete:  exploited. 

Add:  PL  95-96  Archaelogical 
Resources  Protection  Act  of 
1979. 

3  Add:  .  .  .  represents  an  80 

percent  irretrievable  loss  to 
the  Native  American  and 
scientific  communities. 

3  Add:  Data  Insufficient  about 

Native  Americans. 

2  Add:  Native  Americans  re¬ 

quest  representation  in  site 
selection  process  during  Tier 
2. 

4  Delete:  possible  mitigation 
measure.  Add:  should  be 
required  measure* 


PAGE  PARAGRAPH  SENTENCE 


COMMENT 


3 

4-680  2 


4-680  3 

3 

4 


Map  4.3.2.13-1 


Figure  4.3.2.13-2  4-685 


Book  IV  Part  II 

Section  4. 3. 2. 6. 2.1  4-493  1 

3 

Section  4. 3. 2. 6. 2. 2  4-498  1 


last  Delete:  possible  mitigation 

measure.  Add:  a  required 
measure. 

3  Delete:  Representatives  of 

the  Moapa  Reservation  con¬ 
sider.  Add:  Representatives 
of  the  Moapa  Reservation  and 
the  Southern  Paiute  Nations 
consider  .  .  . 

1  Milford  OB  Impacts— Delete: 
was.  The  Northern  Escalante 
Desert.  Add:  Is  .  .  . 

2  Delete:  Direct  Impacts  .  .  . 

may  occur.  Add:  Direct 
impacts  .  .  .  will  occur. 

1  Add:  A  mitigation  measure 

will  be  the  inclusion  of 

representatives  from  the 
Southern  Paiute  Nation  in 
...  Delete:  Kanosh  and 
Cedar  Bands. 

Native  American  sensitive 
areas.  Coyote:  No  sites 
marked  on  map  designated  for 
that  purpose.  Data  insuffi¬ 
cient.  Request  supplemental 
EIS  studies. 

Native  American  sensitive 
sites  and  areas.  No  sites 
marked  on  this  map.  Data 
Insufficient.  Request  sup¬ 
plemental  EIS  studies. 


3  Delete:  If  this  service. 

Add:  wherfThis  service. 

3  Delete:  or  left  unfilled. 

Add:  These  services  must  be 
provided. 

9  Contractor  could  provide. 

Delete:  could.  Add:  must. 


PAGE  PARAGRAPH  SENTENCE 


COMMENT 


Section 


Section 


Table  4. 


4.3.2.13 


Map  4.3. 


4-498  1  9 

.3. 2. 8.1  4-533  3  2 

4-534  2 

.3. 2. 8.1  4-535  partial  2 


.2.13-3  4-687 


4-688  1  1 

last 

1.4  4-688  4  1 

3 

.13-4  4-688  3  last 


No  minority  health  care 
statistics,  projections  or 
mitigation  strategies  for 
minorities  mentioned.  Re¬ 
quest  supplemental  EIS  stud¬ 
ies. 

Add:  and  preservation  of 
traditional  spiritual  values. 

Delete:  second  paragraph. 

An  opinion— not  factual. 

Cultural  definition  not 
acceptable.  Delete:  entire 
definition.  Add:  The  forced 
change  of  spiritual  and 
cultural  values  by  the  rapid 
influx  of  a  more  progressive 
and  competitive  culture 
represents  a  large  negative 
impact  to  the  quality  of  life 
of  local  inhabitants. 

Other  affected  subunits. 
Environmental  Technical 
Reports  state  80  percent 
direct  and  indirect  high 
impact  for  these  areas. 

Chart  indicates  no  or  low 
Impacts.  Verification  of 
facts  necessary.  Request 
supplemental  EIS. 

Insufficient  data  gathered. 
Request  supplemental  EIS 
studies.  Delete:  was  for¬ 
merly  exploited.  Add:  is 
presently  utilized. 

Delete:  aboriginal.  Add: 
traditional . 

Delete:  aboriginal.  Add: 
traditional . 

Areas  adjacent  to  the  rivers, 
delete:  were.  Add:  are. 

Coordination  of  suitable 
mitigation  measures  with  the 
Pa lute  Tribal  council  who  are 
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COMMENT 


the  bands  governing  body. 


4-689 

No  sites  Identified,  data 
Insufficient. 

Table  4.3.2.13-4 

4-690 

How  can  direct  construction 

In  these  areas  show  low 

Impact  ratings;  seriously 
question  data  given  as  study 
Is  Insufficient.  Request 
supplemental  EIS  studies. 

Map  4.3.2.13-5 

4-691 

No  Native  American  sites 
shown  on  map,  data  Insuffi¬ 
cient. 

4.3.2.13-5 

4-692 

Seriously  question  low  and 
moderate  impact  rating;  data 
Insufficient.  Request  sup¬ 
plemental  studies. 

4.3.2.13.1.5 

4-693 

3 

4 

Delete:  aboriginal.  Add: 
traditional . 

4.3.2.13.1.7 

4-696 

3 

5 

Delete:  aboriginal.  Add: 
traditional . 

4.3.2.13.1.9 

4-696 

6 

2 

Delete:  aboriginal.  Add: 
traditional . 

Chart  4.3.2.13-7 

4-693 

Shows  high  impact  for  direct 
and  indirect  use.  Contra¬ 
dicts  information  on  previous 
tables.  Request  supplemental 
EIS  studies. 

4.3.2.13.2.3 

4-707 

6 

1 

Delete:  does  not  impact  any 
identified  Native  American 
land  or  water  resources. 

Add:  The  Paiute  Nation  owns 
water  rights  to  former  Indian 
Peaks  Reservation  I and. 

4.3.2.13.3.1 

4-711 

1 

2 

Delete:  aboriginal.  Add: 
archaic. 

4-712 

1 

2 

Delete:  generally  .  .  . 

4.3.2.13.3.3 

4-712 

5 

1 

Shivwits  Reservation  popula¬ 
tion— Delete:  65.  Add: 

189. 


PAGE  PARAGRAPH  SENTENCE  COMMENT 

4.3.2.14.1  4-717  2  5  ...  Intensively  surveyed 

during  Tier  2  studies. 

Add:  the  Palute  Nation 
requests  strong  Native  Ameri¬ 
can  representation  during 
Tier  2  studies. 

4-718  2  Site  sensitivity  research 

data  Inadequate  for  conclu¬ 
sion  drawn.  Request  supple¬ 
mental  EIS  studies. 

4.3.2.14.2  4-718  3  5  Delete:  exploitable.  Add: 

usable. 

4-722  1  1  Delete:  is  likely  to. 

Add :  will. 

2  4  The  Paiute  Nation  requests 

strong  Native  American  in¬ 
volvement  in  Tier  2  studies. 

4-722  4  3  PMOA  and  Advisory  Council  on 

Historic  Preservation— no 
Native  American  on  these 
committees.  The  Paiute 
Nation  requests  representa¬ 
tion  on  the  committees  for 
Tier  2  research  processes. 

4-737  1  4  Beryl  OB  Impacts  lists  three 

sites— not  consistent  with 
previous  information.  Re¬ 
quest  supplemental  EIS  stud¬ 
ies. 

3  2  Insufficient  data.  Request 

supplemental  EIS  studies. 

4.3.2.14.5  4-739  5  5  Paiute  Nation  requests  con¬ 

sideration  of  alternative  DTN 
access  route  to  avoid  pass  to 
Pine  Valley,  which  contains 
sacred  burial  sites. 

Book  IV  Part  II 

1  3  last  Available  evidence  not  ade¬ 

quately  documented  in  which 
to  base  decision.  Request 
supplemental  EIS  study. 


PARAGRAPH  SENTENCE 


COMMENT 


2  4 

2  6 

3 


3  1 


6  3 


7  3 

2  4 


Delete:  Entire  4th  sentence 
.  .  .  Not  a  documented  fact. 

Delete:  Entire  6th  sentence. 

Add:  Historical  evidence 
demonstrated  that  every 
weapon  designed  by  man  has 
been  used  for  military  pur¬ 
poses,  not  peace. 

Delete:  entire  first  sen¬ 
tence.  Add:  A  total  analy¬ 
sis  of  the  E1S  clearly  shows 
that  the  direct.  Indirect  and 
cumulative  impacts  would 
cause  least  disturbance  to 
natural  and  human  environ¬ 
ments  for  Alternative  8— 
split  basing.  Total  impact 
rankings:  as  per  MX  DEIS: 

PA  *  120 
Alternative  1  *  125 
Alternative  2  *  117 
Alternative  3  «  139 
Alternative  4  *  132 
Alternative  5  =  138 
Alternative  6  *  136 
Alternative  7  *  85 
Alternative  8  *  82 

All  these  roads  will  be  open 
to  public  use.— Not  consis¬ 
tent  with  statements  in 
Program  Overview.  Request 
greater  clarification  of 
statement. 

Add:  Native  American  sacred 
sites. 

Add:  and  to  Native  American 
Nations. 


4  last  Add:  establishment  of  liai¬ 

son  with  Native  American 
Nations. 

7  1  Add:  Environmental  informa¬ 

tion  inadequate  on  which  to 
base  any  decision.  Request 


PAGE  PARAGRAPH  SENTENCE 


COMMENT 


6  1  1 

6  2  3 

6  4  2 

6  5  1 


7  partial 


7  1  2 


7  2  1 


7  3 


8  1  3 


supplemental  EIS  studies 
before  any  decision  Is  made. 

Add:  Expansion  should  not  be 
allowed  without  further 
studies  and  EISs. 

Add:  Native  American  Na¬ 
tions. 

Add:  Siting  team  must  in¬ 
clude  Native  American  repre¬ 
sentatives  from  the  impacted 
tribes. 

Add:  Study  completed  by 
Facilitators,  Inc.  on  Native 
Americans  and  the  impact 
areas  were  not  included  in 
Tier  1  studies.  This  was  a 
tremendous  economic  waste. 

Add:  Tier  2  studies  are 
proceeding  without  adequate 
Tier  1  baseline,  site- 
specific  and  cultural  data, 
as  proposed  by  dates  and 
guidelines  and  proceeds 
statements  in  the  summary 
pages  6-7,  discussion  of 
tiering. 

Add:  Addresses,  names  and 
title  of  report  necessary  for 
requests,  should  be  included. 

Add:  Request  that  a  draft 
supplemental  EIS  be  prepared, 
to  include  thorough  cultural 
and  traditional  sites  spe¬ 
cific  studies,  with  regards 
to  Native  American  concerns. 

Add:  Native  American  cultur¬ 
al  traditional,  and  contem¬ 
porary  issues. 

Add:  Baseline  data  on  Native 
Americans'  rock  art,  ances¬ 
tral  habitation  sites,  cere¬ 
monial  sites  or  structures, 
battlefields,  ceremonial 


Zi 
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COMMENT 


Figure  5 


sacred/materials  and  contem¬ 
porary  gathering/hunting 
areas  is  so  poor  as  to  place 
any  quantitative  analysis  of 
the  predicted  action  invalid. 

82  1  Add:  definition  of  mitiga¬ 

tion  should  include  full 
meaning.  Websters  Diction¬ 
ary,  1980,  "to  make  less 
painful;  to  make  soft  or 
tender." 


Chart  Short-Term  Effects 


Native 

American  Cultural  Resources 

PA 

2-06 

question  no  significant  impact 

ALT  5 

1-08 

question  no  significant  impact 

ALT  6 

1-OB 

question  no  significant  impact 

Native 

Americar 

i  Water  and  Land  Use 

PA 

2-06 

question  no  significant  impact 

ALT  1 

2-08 

question  no  significant  impact 

ALT  2 

2-OB 

question  no  significant  impact 

ALT  3 

1-OB 

question  no  significant  impact 

2-OB 

question  no  significant  impact 

ALT  4 

1-OB 

question  no  significant  impact 

ALT  5 

1-OB 

question  no  significant  impact 

ALT  6 

1-OB 

question  no  significant  impact 

Native 

American 

i  Migration 

ALT  2 

2-OB 

question  no  significant  impact. 

Add:  #3  Direct,  indirect  and 

cumulative  impacts  studies 
have  not  been  adequately 
prepared  to  deal  with  Native 
American  issues  and  concerns, 
therefore,  the  no  and  low 
significant  impact  conclu¬ 
sions  drawn  on  these  charts 
are  not  valid.  Request 
supplemental  EIS  on  Native 
Americans. 

Chart  Long-Term  Effects 

Native  American  Water  and  Land  Use 


ZZ- 


Figure  6 


PARAGRAPH  SENTENCE  COMMENT 

PA  DOA  question  no  significant  Impact 

2-OB  question  no  significant  Impact 

ALT  1  DDA  question  no  significant  Impact 

2-OB  question  no  significant  Impact 

ALT  2  DDA  question  no  significant  Impact 

2-OB  question  no  significant  Impact 

ALT  3  DDA  question  no  significant  Impact 

1-OB  question  no  significant  Impact 

ALT  4  DDA  question  no  significant  Impact 

1-OB  question  no  significant  Impact 

ALT  5  DDA  question  no  significant  impact 

1-OB  question  no  significant  Impact 

ALT  6  DDA  question  no  significant  impact 

1-OB  question  no  significant  impact 

Native  American  Migration 

PA  DDA  question  no  significant  impact 

ALT  2  DDA  question  no  significant  impact 

ALT  3  DDA  question  no  significant  impact 

ALT  4  DDA  question  no  significant  impact 

ALT  5  DDA  question  no  significant  impact 

ALT  6  DDA  question  no  significant  impact 

Add:  #3  Direct,  indirect, 
and  cumulative  impacts  stud¬ 
ies  have  not  been  adequately 
prepared  to  deal  with  Native 
American  issues  and  concerns. 
Therefore,  the  no  and  low 
significant  impact  conclu¬ 
sions  drawn  on  these  charts 
are  not  valid.  Request 
supplemental  EIS  on  Native 
Americans. 

2  System  layouts  .  .  .  enter: 

Changes  in  layout  have  occur¬ 
red  to  planned  analysis  areas 
since  publication  of  the 
DEIS.  For  example:  Duck 
Water  Reservation  had  pro¬ 
posed  shelters  located  on 
Reservation  lands  in  early 
proposals.  Immediate  negoti¬ 
ation  began  to  relocate  site. 

Studies  should  be  completed 
on  Impacts  to  the  Moapa 
Paiutes  through  water  with¬ 
drawal  . 


PAGE  PARAGRAPH  SENTENCE 


COMMENT 


A 


9  2 


9  3  3 


9  4  2 


9  4  4 


10  2  5 


P.L.  96-227  was  not  consid¬ 
ered  when  designing  system 
layouts  for  missile  deploy¬ 
ments.  This  law  states  that 
the  Palute  Indian  Tribe  of 
Utah  can  acquire  15,000  acres 
reservation  (enter  law). 

Add:  As  land  Is  withdrawn 
possible  expansion  of  reser¬ 
vations  will  be  jeopardized, 
thus  restricting  land  acqui¬ 
sition  for  present  and  future 
economic  development. 

Add:  Adverse  impacts  of  a 
sequential  nature  were  not 
offered  as  a  part  of  the 
Draft  EIS.  Recommend  that 
draft  supplemental  EIS  stud¬ 
ies  be  completed  dealing  with 
this  alterntive  before  con¬ 
struction  begins. 

Demonstrate  or  offer  proof  of 
impacts  of  sequential  con¬ 
struction  as  a  minimizing 
adverse  agent. 

Add:  This  DEIS  should  repre¬ 
sent  a  total  data  base  for 
quantitative  analysis  of  the 
impacts  of  the  proposed 
deployment  and  site-specific 
determination. 

Add:  request  that  Air  Force 
monitoring/ compliance  plan  be 
available  to  the  public  on 
request  (include  address)  and 
that  Native  American  repre¬ 
sentatives  be  members  of  the 
monitoring/compliance  team 
representing  all  Impacted 
tribes,  by  persons  who  are 
members  of  tribes. 

Sentence  not  consistent  with 
facts  presented  in  the  DEIS. 
Request  supplemental  EIS 
study. 
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A 


A 


A 


A 


A 


» 


A 


I 
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PAGE 

PARAGRAPH 

SENTENCE 

COMMENT 

10 

3 

2 

Add:  and  they  will  be  highly 
impacted. 

12 

1 

Add:  More  studies  need  to  be 
done,  not  consistent  with 
previous  studies  in  the 

DEIS.  Request  supplemental 
studies. 

13 

partial 

1 

Sentence  not  consistent  with 
previous  statements  in  the 
DEIS.  How  does  the  Air  Force 
propose  revegetation  without 
water?  Request  greater 
clarification. 

14 

2 

1 

Add:  Request  supplemental 

EIS  considering  testing 
pollution  during  construction 
in  deployment  area  with 
regards  to  dust. 

Mitgations 

15 

2 

1 

Add:  dust— request  supple¬ 
mental  EIS  concerning  dust 
suppressive  chemicals. 

15 

4 

1 

Add:  Disturbed  areas— how 
will  this  be  achieved? 

Request  greater  clarification 
or  supplemental  EIS. 

17 

5 

2 

Add:  Natural  recovery  is  not 
expected  with  the  lifetime  of 
the  MX  project.  This  is  an 
unacceptable  impact  of  the 

MX.  Request  greater  clarifi¬ 
cation  of  mitigations. 

17 

5 

3 

Add:  Not  consistent  with 
statements  in  the  DEIS. 
Revegetation  mitigations  are 
not  included,  and  should 
be.  Request  greater  clarifi¬ 
cation  or  supplemental  EIS 
studies. 

Mitigation 

17 

5 

3 

Add:  Vegetation  reclamation 
...  not  consistent  with 

•  •  i  rivu  WvNj  invent  wiwm 

other  statements  In  DEIS.  No 
water  will  be  used  for  reveg- 
etation.  Request  greater 


clarification  of  plants  that 


PAGE  PARAGRAPH  SENTENCE 


COMMENT 


Mitigation 


Mitigation 


19  2  2 


19  3  2 

19  8  1 


20  2  1 


21  1  4 

23  1  5 

23  8 


24  2  3 


can  grow  without  water. 

Add:  Compared  to  the  New 
Mexico/Texas  area  impact 
studies,  a  40  percent  loss  of 
the  native  pronghorn  antelope 
in  Utah/Nevada  is  not  an 
acceptable  alternative. 

Add:  Disappearance  of  prong¬ 
horn  in  Coyote  OB  area  is  not 
an  acceptable  impact. 

Add:  Question  if  surface 
water  is  not  to  be  used, 
where  will  the  water  come 
from?  Request  greater  clar¬ 
ification  or  supplemental  EIS 
studies. 

Add:  Prohibition  of  rifles-- 
should  hold  true  for  military 
persons  and  local  community 
members.  Request  greater 
clarifictaion  of  how  rule 
will  be  enforced. 

Add:  A  50  percent  loss  of 
sage  grouse  population  is  not 
an  acceptable  impact. 

Add:  A  loss  of  2,000  tor¬ 
toises  is  not  an  acceptable 
impact. 

Add:  The  desert  tortoise  is 
a  traditional  natural  re¬ 
source  of  the  local  Native 
American,  and  their  cultural 
concerns  must  be  considered. 
Request  supplemental  EIS 
study. 

Add:  Clauses  contained  in 
sentence  are  contradictory. 
How  can  the  impact  be  small 
for  the  prairie  dog  when  this 
endangered  species  habitat  is 
the  same  area  as  that  of  the 
sage  grouse,  and  desert 
tortoise?  Request  greater 
clarifictaion  of  issue. 


PAGE  PARAGRAPH  SENTENCE 


COMMENT 


Rare  Plants 


Mitigation 


Mitigation 


Mitigation 


Housing 

Mitigation 


25  Rare  Plants 


28  2  last 


31  3 


32  6 


33 


36  3  1 


38  Mitigation 


39 


Add:  Native  American  uses  of 
natural  plants  are  not  con¬ 
sidered.  Request  a  draft 
supplemental  EIS  considering 
Native  American  traditional 
uses  of  resources. 

This  statment  is  not  consis¬ 
tent  with  DEIS  statements: 
160,000  acres  vegetation  will 
be  Irreversibly  destroyed,  50 
percent  or  more  on  local 
animals,  etc..  Request 
greater  clarification. 

Add:  No  minority  statistics 
offered.  Request  employment 
and  labor  force  minority 
studies. 

Add:  tribal  governments, 
migrants  and  other  minority 
agenci es. 

Add:  Request  economic  assis¬ 
tance  for  minorities,  the 
elderly  and  other  low-income 
groups. 

Add:  Not  acceptable  based  on 
American  tradition  of  family 
unit  preservation.  The  Air 
Force  would  be  paying  to 
separate  fathers  and  husbands 
from  wives  and  children. 

No  mention  is  made  of  minor¬ 
ity  housing  needs.  Mention 
should  be  made  about  tribal 
government  being  eligible  to 
claim  surplus  housing  after 
the  boom  period.  Request  a 
supplemental  EIS  study  on 
minority  housing  needs. 

Public  Finance— No  mention  of 
minority  studies  In  this 
area.  Studies  should  include 
dlspersement  of  funds  direct¬ 
ly  to  Native  Americans,  and 
other  minority  groups. 


27 


PAGE  PARAGRAPH  SENTENCE  COMMENT 


Mitigation  40  Mitigation 

41  2 


43 


Public  Safety  44 

Mitigations  46  2  1 

46  8  1 

46  9  2 


Add:  In  the  past,  revenue 
sharing  and  tax  return  In 
forms  of  services  have  been 
very  limited  to  Native  Ameri¬ 
can  people.  Request:  plan 
of  operation  that  would 
Include  equity  in  dispersal 
of  funds  to  Native  American 
peoples  and  tribal  govern¬ 
ments. 

Add:  list  of  federal 
agencies  to  contact  for 
dispersal  of  funds  in  all 
areas  for  tribal  governments. 

Education — Request  Impact 
studies  on  local  higher 
education  services  offered  to 
Native  American  and  Implement 
plan  to  assure  adequate 
funding  for  increased  ser¬ 
vices,  as  pertaining  to 
teaching  staff  and  curriculum 
development. 

Health  Services— Add:  Miti¬ 
gation  Contractor  must  supply 
health  services  for  personnel 
as  needed  for  construction 
workers.  This  must  Include 
modular  health  clinics. 
Supplemental  funds  may  be 
necesary  to  serve  influx  of 
Native  American  workers  from 
out  of  area  tribes. 

Add:  Mitigation:  #(3) 
Request  training  for  Native 
Americans  and  other  minori¬ 
ties  In  public  safety  areas 
to  enhance  cultural  coopera¬ 
tion  and  understanding. 

Add:  tribal  governments. 

Add:  and  tribal  reservation 
expansion. 

Add:  and  tribal  governments. 


Mitigation 

Mitigation 

Mitigation 

Mitigation 

Mitigation 


» 


PAGE 

PARAGRAPH  SENTENCE 

COMMENT 

46 

10 

1 

Add:  regional,  and  tribal 
land  use  planning  .  .  . 

» 

47 

3 

5 

Quality  of  Life— How  can 
quality  of  life  be  retained? 

Request  supplemental  EIS 
study  for  greater  clarifica¬ 
tion. 

1 

47 

Add:  Mitigation— Recommend 
split  basing  to  lessen  im¬ 
pacts  on  quality  of  life. 

» 

49 

6 

1 

Add:  Establish  training 
programs  for  local  residents 

In  transportaiton  area,  to 

Include  Native  Americans. 

51 

8 

1 

Add:  Request  studies  con¬ 
cerning  Impact  to  Native 

American  sensitive  archaeo¬ 
logical  areas  on  south  facing 
slopes. 

1 

53 

4 

1 

Add:  Coordinate  land  with¬ 
drawal  with  tribal  govern¬ 
ments. 

1 

54 

2 

Add:  Beryl  to  study— request 
supplemental  EIS  studies  in 

Beryl  area. 

» 

55 

2 

2 

Refinements  at  Tier  2— not 
consistent  with  other  state¬ 
ments  in  DEIS.  Request 
greater  clarification  or 
supplemental  EIS. 

1 

58 

7 

1 

Add:  To  protect  Native 

American  sites  from  direct 
and  Indirect  Impacts. 

60 

6 

1 

Add:  Request  Native  American 
representation  on  PMQA  Com¬ 
mittee. 

1 

60 

9 

1 

An  Inventory  will  be  com¬ 
pleted  by  whom  and  when? 

Request  greater  clarifica¬ 
tion.  Request  Native  Ameri¬ 
can  representatives  from  each 

1 

tribe  from  Impacted  area, 

Z? 


» 


I 

I 


I 

i 


Native  American 
Mitigation 


Mitigations 

l 


I 


PAGE 

PARAGRAPH  SENTENCE 

COMMENT 

from  both  traditional  and 
modern  factions. 

1 

61 

3 

1 

Add:  Request  a  full-time 
liaison  officer  from  each 
tribe  to  coordinate  tribal 
affairs. 

» 

61 

3 

1 

Delete:  maybe.  Add:  must 
be. 

61 

5 

1 

Delete:  maybe.  Add:  must 
be. 

1 

61 

5 

2 

Cultural  resource  monitoring 

Mill  be  implemented  when  and 
by  whom?  Request  greater 
clarification. 

* 

61 

6 

1 

Cultural  resource  monitoring 
will  be  implemented  when  and 
by  whom?  Request  greater 
clarification.  Request 

Native  Ammerican  representa¬ 
tive  from  all  tribes  im¬ 
pacted. 

1 

1 

62 

Water  A  Land  Use— Mitiga¬ 
tion:  Add:  should  coordin¬ 
ate  with  tribal  governments 
as  to  reservation  and  land 
acquisition. 

1 

63 

partial 

3 

Delete:  whole  sentence. 

64 

2 

1 

Correct:  Shivwits,  189. 

Add:  Richfield,  85;  Kanosh, 

74;  Cedar  City,  138;  Indian 

Peaks,  30. 

1 

64 

2 

Add:  In  the  past  local 

Native  American  and  minority 
economic  stability  has  not 
been  improved  by  large  rapid- 
scale  development. 

I 

64 

6 

1 

Add:  Address  of  federal 
agency  to  contact  for  federal 
aid.  Should  be  published  in 

EIS. 

1 

64 

7 

1 

OEA  Waiver— clarify  definl- 

So 


» 


PAGE  PARAGRAPH  SENTENCE  COMMENT 

tlon  of  waiver  statement. 

Mitigation  66  2  2  and  3  Request  Native  American 

representative  on  PMOA,  and 
monitoring  program,  and  date 
plans  to  be  published. 

66  6  3  Request  greater  clarification 

of  monitoring  program  for 
archaeological  deposits  with 
regards  to  whom  and  when  it 
will  start. 


B.I.C.  Add:  #3  Representa¬ 
tive  from  each  impacted  tribe 
to  be  members  of  review 
committee. 


Append ice 

Review  Committee 
Guidelines  5-97 


CORRESPONDENCE  ON  QUALITY  OF  REPORT 
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;  OF  THE  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR  -  2  3*0  ALAMO  S.E  SUITE  303. 


NEW  MEXICO  8710  6 
AREA  CODE  (3051  766  2990 


1?  y  OFFICE  or  THt  IXICUTIVI  DIRECTOR  -  »J»0  ALAMO  S.E.,  SUITE  JOJ,  ALBUQUERQUE  NEW  MEXICO  S7I  06 

'  Jlf  AREA  CODE  (SOS)  756-2990 


co^S 


MEMORANDUM  TO:  Henry  Wade 

Commissions  Accounting 


FROM: 


Louis  D.  Higgs 
Executive  Director 


SUBJECT:  Project  Name:  UTAH  MX  PLANNING  AND  IMPACT  MITIGATION 

Project  No.:  6(MS)ll-899-032-6 

Document  No.:  10150032 

Grantee:  STATE  OF  UTAH,  IK  COORDINATION  OFFICE 

Appropriation  No . T/115/5282-30/52-00/250-01 

DATE:  August  17,  1981 

Please  obligate  funds  in  the  amount  of  $150,000.00. 

As  set  forth  in  the  terms  of  the  Grant,  I  hereby  authorize  the  Third  Payment 
in  the  amount  of  $150,000. 00  to  be  made  as  follows: 


Make  Check  Payable  To:  STATE  OF  UTAH,  MX  COORDINATION  OFFICE 
Send  Check 

To  The  Attention  Of:  Kenneth  C.  Olson,  Director 

Utah  MX  Project  Field  Office 
448  East  400  South,  #103 
Salt  Lake  City,  Utah  84111 


A  copy  of  this  memo  is  also  enclosed  to  be  sent  with  the  payment. 
**********  ***************************** 


CERTIFICATION  OF  TECHNICAL  PERFORMANCE 


ST/\TE  OF  UTAH,  MX  COORDINATION  OFFICE  has  provided  satisfactory  technical 
performance  for  completion  of  the  above  referenced  project.  This  payment 


cc :  Federal  Cochairman 

Governor  Matheson 
Utah  MX  Field  Office 
Dale  Carpenter,  Chairman 
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y  <>■  AHCA  COOL  i  5  0  -i  1  7992990 
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.Ison,  p. Vector 
”t_jh  MM  r  r :  * :  -ct  'field  Office 
>. h *  a  s  t  *-> r  —  ■  * ' 1  * *.  •  •  ,  — .Oj 

i. :  •.  v,  Utah  8  A  111 


•mtQXto 


i'-.i  letter  Ij  to  confirm.  our  telephone  cvnv.-raat  ion  or.  .  •:  lv  lfd! 
•In  which  I  i  educated  one  (1)  additional  submission  on  yc:r  S-cond 
I  r  n;re.w.  Report .  It  is  as  follows: 

1)  A  .  onpletc  1  is-,  of  Contractor's,  inciud iny  i:a:.;en  ;.u  -,s< 

al>  with  the  amounts  awarded,  obligated  and  e.v.r  ,n  i.-d  rgui-v 


Please  make  note  that  this  submission  witl  bc«.vau  a  requ  >  r  s.v.r.i  n  ah 
subr.oeuent  progress  reports. 

you  have  any  questions  or  need  further  assistance,  please  fee’  free 
call  this  ..I  iicc  at  anytime. 

S i ncero] v , 


UM0f  awl 

r.  i r vj l  Seth  Pent 
Project  Assistant 
for  MX  Aiim  ft*;  ;t  rat  ion 


cp,:-: 

cc  ■  I'edtral  Cochairman 
Pile  Carpenter 


bcc:  fcc/'hron/’ 
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CERTIFICATION  OF  PERFORMANCE 
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> 
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UTAH  MX  COORDINATION  OFFICE 

448  EAST  400  SOUTH,  SUITE  103 
SALT  LAKE  CITY,  UTAH  84H  1 

Phone  (801)  364-9647 

SCOTT  M.  MATHESON  KENNETH  C.  OLSON 

GOVERNOR  PROJECT  MANAGER 


July  7,  1981 


Mr.  Louis  D.  Higgs 
Executive  Director 
Four  Corners  Regional  Commission 
2350  Alamo,  S.E.,  Suite  303 
Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87106 

SUBJECT:  FCRC  GRANT  #6 (MS) 11 -899-03 2-6 
SECOND  PROGRESS  REPORT 

Dear  Mr.  Higgs: 

Pursuant  to  the  delegation  of  authority  from  Governor  Scott  M.  Matheson 
to  the  undersigned  to  be  "principally  responsible  for  performance  of  the 
grant",  I  hereby  certify  that  all  terms  and  conditions  of  the  grant 
awarded  have  been  complied  with,  based  upon  information  available  to  me. 

Should  there  be  any  questions  with  regard  to  this  certification,  please 
contact  me  as  necessary. 


Sincerely, 


Dale' B.  Carpenter,  Chdiftnari 

Utah  MX  Management  Committee 

Four  Corners  Regional  Commission  Alternate 


STATEMENT  OF  ACKNOWLEDGMENT 


STATE  OF  UTAH,  MX  COORDINATION  OFFICE 
SECOND  PROGRESS  REPORT 
UNDER  GRANT  #6 (MS} 1 1-899-032-6 
COVERING  THE  PERIOD  APRIL  1,  1981  THROUGH  JUNE  30,  1981 

SUBAGREEMENT  AND  CONTRACT  MANAGEMENT 

The  Utah  MX  Coordination  Office  has  consistently  monitored  the  performance 
of:  1)  the  Utah  State  Planning  Coordinator's  Office  in  its  development  of 
MX  baseline  and  population  projections,  2)  the  Four  County  MX  Missile 
Policy  Board  in  its  contract  administration  of  the  Fiscal  Impact 
Reconnaissance  Study,  the  Fiscal  Management  Study  Design,  the  Tax 
Consequences  Study  and  the  Federal  Information  Sharing  Effort,  insofar  as 
the  state  share  of  these  efforts  is  concerned  and  to  assure  that  time 
schedules  have  been  met,  that  the  work  is  accomplished  according  to  plan 
and  that  the  products  developed  as  part  of  this  interagency  agreement  are 
satisfactory  to  the  grantee(the  Utah  MX  Coordination  Office). 


UTAH  MX  COORDINATION  OFFICE 

448  EAST  400  SOUTH,  SUITE  103 
SALT  LAKE  CITY,  UTAH  84111 

Phone  (801)  364-9647 


SCOTT  M.  MATHESON 
GOVERNOR 


'  :  ^  T  'O 

!l^3l  iJSl 


"  MiMCO 


KENNETH  C.  OLSON 
PROJECT  MANAGER 


July  27,  1981 


Mr.  Louis  D.  Higgs 

Executive  Director 

Four  Corners  Regional  Commission 

2350  Alamo,  S.E.,  Suite  303 

Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87106 

REFERENCE:  STATE  OF  UTAH,  MX  COORDINATION  OFFICE 

UTAH  MX  PLANNING  AND  IMPACT  MITIGATION  GRANT 
FCRC  #6 (MS) 11 -899-032-6 
SPECIAL  REPORT 


Dear  Mr.  Higgs: 

Co.Bo  I 

Responding  to  a  telephone  request  of  today's  date  from  M Beth  Kent  of  your 
staff,  we  are  enclosing  a  listing  of  the  current  cooperative  agreements 
entered  into  between  the  Utah  MX  Coordination  Office  and  various  other  public 
agencies.  Please  note  that  the  Utah  MX  Coordination  Office  has  no  contracts 
or  procurement  arrangements  for  contractual  services  from  non-governmental 
entities. 

Since  no  format  for  this  report  was  specified,  we  trust  that  the  format  used 
here  will  be  acceptable.  We  do  wish  to  note,  in  passing,  that  this  report 
was  not  required  by  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the  grant  and  is  apparently 
being  requested  in  response  to  an  Air  Force  requirement  for  this  information. 

We  trust  you  will  let  us  know  if  you  have  any  questions  regarding  this  matter. 

Sincerely , 

(  ,  -•  */  ft  •, 

»  *.  r  \  ;  'l  L_. 

Kenneth  C.  Olson 
Project  Manager 

KC0:de 


cc  Governor  Matheson 
Ralph  Starr 


STATE  OF  UTAH,  MX  COORDINATION  OFFICE 
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UTAH  MX  COORDINATION  OFFICE 

448  EAST  400  SOUTH,  SUITE  103 
SALT  LAKE  CITY,  UTAH  84U1 

Phone  (801)  364-9647 


SCOTT  M.  MATHESON 

GOVERNOR 


KENNETH  C.  OLSON 

PROJECT  MANAGER 


July  7,  1981 


Mr.  Louis  D.  Higgs 

Executive  Director 

Four  Corners  Regional  Commission 

2350  Alamo,  S.E.,  Suite  303 

Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87106 

SUBJECT:  STATE  OF  UTAH,  MX  COORDINATION  OFFICE 

UTAH  MX  PLANNING  AND  IMPACT  MITIGATION  GRANT 
FCRC  #6 (MS) 11 -899-032-6 

SECOND  PROGRESS  REPORT  -  APRIL  1,  1981  THROUGH  JUNE  30,  1981 
Dear  Mr.  Higgs: 

Enclosed  are  12  copies  of  the  Second  Progress  Report  which  outlines,  in 
considerable  detail,  the  activities  of  the  staff  of  and  contractors 
associated  with  the  Utah  MX  Coordination  Office  with  regard  to  the  above 
referenced  grant.  Attached  to  the  narrative  of  the  progress  report  are 
numerous  specific  attachments,  many  of  which  are  considered  to  be  "pro¬ 
ducts"  under  the  terms  of  the  grant.  Accordingly,  we  are  submitting  23 
copies  of  all  such  "products"  associated  with  this  report.  Please  note 
that  we  have  previously  submitted  some  "products"  to  you  such  as  the 
State  of  Utah  review  comments  on  the  MX  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  during  the  period  covered  by  this  report. 

Also  contained  within  this  report  package  are  the  fiscal  reports  required 
under  the  grant.  We  believe  they  provide  appropriate  detail  in  outlining 
the  current  financial  status  of  the  grant.. 

Should  you  or  any  reviewer  of  this  report  have  any  questions  regarding 
the  report,  in  any  of  its  particulars,  please  contact  the  undersigned 
at  the  Utah  MX  Coordination  Office,  448  E.  400  South,  Suite  103,  Salt 
Lake  City,  Utah  84111  or  by  calling  (801)  364-9647. 


Letter  to  Mr.  Higgs 
Page  2 

July  7,  1981 


Enel . 

cc  Governor  Scott  Matheson 
Utah  Management  Committee 
Steve  Bradhurst 
Ralph  Starr 


STATE  OF  UTAH  MX  COORDINATION  OFFICE 
SECOND  PROGRESS  REPORT 
UNDER  GRANT  #6 (MS) 11 -899-032-6 
COVERING  THE  PERIOD  APRIL  1,  1981  THROUGH  JUNE  30,  1981 

INTRODUCTION 

This  Second  Progress  Report  covers  a  period  of  performance  under  the 
above-referenced  grant  running  from  April  1,  1981  through  June  30,  1981. 

As  required  by  the  grant  conditions,  the  report  is  organized  around  the 
outline  of  the  MX  Impact  Planning  Detailed  Work  Program  for  Fiscal  Year 

1981  and  is  further  based  on  the  reporting  requirements  specified  by  the 

* 

U.  S.  Air  Force.  The  report  treats  each  task  specified  within  the  work 
program  in  sufficient  detail  to  permit  reviewers  to  fully  assess  progress 
to  date.  Significant  problems  are  also  identified  and  corrective  measures 
described. 

GOAL  I  -  Liaison,  Coordination  and  Program  Management 
Final  decisions  on  MX  weapons  system  deployment  have  still  not  occurred. 
This  means  that  planning  activities  are  still  based  on  very  tentative 
scenarios  and  that  most  of  the  activities  carried  out  by  the  staff  of 
the  Utah  MX  Coordination  Office  continue  to  be  in  the  area  of  liaison, 
coordination  and  program  management.  This  goal  area  encompasses  all  of 
the  interactions  among  governmental  entities  engaged  in  the  process  of 
contingency  planning  and  preparation  for  the  deployment  of  the  MX  weapons 
system  should  deployment  occur  in  Utah.  Most,  if  not  all,  of  the  work  in 
this  goal  area  is  process  related,  with  few  specific  products  resulting 
from  these  tasks. 
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» 

TASK  1.1  -  Continue  Bi-State  Coordination  with  the  State  of  Nevada 

During  the  reporting  period,  there  were  at  least  weekly  telephone 

contacts  between  the  staffs  of  the  Utah  MX  Coordination  Office  and  * 

the  Nevada  MX  Project  Field  Office.  The  following  specific  meetings 

were  held  which  involved  the  staffs  of  the  two  offices,  either  meeting 

for  specific  bi-state  purposes,  or  in  joint  technical  meetings  also  * 

involving  Air  Force  personnel: 

Date 

April  3,  1981 
May  11,  1981 
May  12,  1981 

May  19,  1981 

May  28,  1981 
June  10-11,  1981 
June  11 ,  1981 
June  12,  1981 

In  addition.  Governors  Matheson  and  List  met  in  Washington,  D.C.  to 

I 

review  bi-state  MX  matters  on  April  3,  1981.  Periodic  telephone  con¬ 
versations  were  also  held  for  the  purpose  of  planning  meetings  to 
insure  proper  bi-state  coordination  and  to  eliminate  duplication  of 
effort  wherever  possible.  Attached  to  this  document  as  Attachment  1 
are  copies  of  the  meeting  minutes,  and  where  available,  agendas, 
attendance  lists  and  handouts  for  all  bi -state  meetings. 

This  task  is  proceeding  satisfactorily,  and  no  future  problems  are 

> 


Meeting 

MX  Education  Working  Group  -  Cedar  City 

Impact  Aid  Threshold  Concepts  -  Washington,  D.  C. 

Intergovernmental /Interagency  Task  Force  on 
Community  Impact  Assistance  (803  Study)  - 
Washington,  D.C. 

Intergovernmental/Interagency  Task  Force  on 
Community  Impact  Assistance  (803  Study) 
Washington,  D.C. 

Transmission  Coordinating  Committee  -  Las  Vegas 
Cultural  Resources  -  San  Francisco 
General  Bi-State  Policy  Decisions  -  Las  Vegas 
MX  Education  Working  Group  -  Las  Vegas 
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anticipated. 


TASK  1.2  -  Coordination  with  the  Utah  MX  Missile  Policy  Board 
At  least  daily  contact  takes  place  between  the  Utah  MX  Coordination 
Office  staff  and  the  MX  Missile  Policy  Board  staff  in  Cedar  City. 

In  addition,  the  staffs  of  the  two  offices  meet  as  often  as  necessary, 
often  "piggybacking"  these  meetings  onto  other  meetings  called  for 
different  purposes.  (No  minutes  of  these  meetings  are  kept).  The 
following  specific  meetings  were  held  for  the  purpose  of  coordination 
between  the  staffs  of  the  state  and  local  MX  offices: 


Date 

April  9,  1981 
April  13,  1981 
April  22,  1981 

May  11,  1981 
May  22,  1981 

June  13,  1981 
June  16,  1981 
June  23,  1981 


Meeting 

General  Planning  Coordination  -  Salt  Lake  City 

Transportation  Impacts  -  Cedar  City 

DEIS  Review  Process  -  Planning  Coordination  - 
Salt  Lake  City 

Fiscal  Impact  Issues  -  Washington,  D.  C. 

General  Planning  Coordination  -  Siting  Issues  - 
Salt  Lake  City 

General  Planning  Coordination  -  Salt  Lake  City 
Fiscal  Impact  Analysis  Issues  -  Salt  Lake  City 
Bloc  Grant  Fiscal  Control  Issues  -  Salt  Lake  City 


This  task  is  proceeding  extremely  well,  and  no  future  problems  are 
anticipated. 


TASK  1.3  -  State  MX  Task  Force  and  Functional  Area  Working  Groups 
During  the  reporting  period,  several  specific  functional  area  working 
groups  which  had  either  been  previously  established  or  recently 
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established  met  to  deal  with  specific  problems.  These  groups  and 
their  meetings  are  listed  as  follows: 


Working  Group 

Status 

Meeting  Dates 

Location 

Cultural  Resources 

Ad  Hoc 

June  1 ,  1981 

Salt  Lake  City 

Education 

On-going 

April  3,  1981 
June  12,  1981 

Cedar  City 

Las  Vegas 

Energy-Transmission 
Coordinating  Comm. 

On-going 

March  30,  1981 
May  28,  1981 

June  12,  1981 

Salt  Lake  City 
Las  Vegas 

Salt  Lake  City 

Minerals  -  Base  Siting 

Ad  Hoc 

June  10,  1981 

Salt  Lake  City 

MX  Site  Review  Board 

Newly-formed 

May  22,  1981 

Salt  Lake  City 

In  addition,  meetings  were  also  held  in  some  functional  areas  where 
it  has  been  unnecessary  to  establish  working  groups.  The  following 
specific  meetings  were  held: 


Date 

April  23,  1981 
May  15,  1981 

June  11 ,  1981 


Location  Meeting 

Salt  Lake  City  Air  Force  MX  Siting  Meeting 

Milford  Air  Force  Ranching  and  MX  Weapon  System 

Siting  Meetings 

Salt  Lake  City  Quarterly  Water  Resources  Briefing 


Attachment  2  contains  copies  of  all  the  working  groups'  meeting 
minutes,  and  where  available,  agendas,  attendance  lists  and  handouts, 
while  Attachment  3  includes  copies  of-all  the  functional  areas' 
meeting  minutes,  and  where  available,  agendas,  attendance  lists  and 
handouts.  Also  attached  is  a  chart  showing  the  structure  of  these 
working  groups  and  their  participants. 


This  task  is  proceeding  satisfactorily  and  no  future  problems  are 
anticipated. 


TASK  1.4  -  MX  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  Review 
During  the  reporting  period,  the  State  of  Utah's  review  of  the  Tier  I 
MX  DEIS  on  Deployment  Area  Selection  and  Land  Withdrawal /Acquisition 
was  completed.  Comments  from  all  of  the  state  MX  DEIS  review 
committees  were  forwarded  to  the  Utah  MX  Coordination  Office,  and 
consolidated  by  staff  into  the  State  of  Utah's  official  comments. 
Comments  from  the  local.  University  Consortium  and  legal  MX  DEIS 
review  committees  were  attached  to  the  state's  comments  as  separate 
appendices.  On  April  23,  1981,  Governor  Scott  Matheson  formally 
transmitted  the  State  of  Utah's  MX  DEIS  comments  to  Vern  Orr,  the 
Secretary  of  the  Air  Force,  as  scheduled. 

The  State  of  Utah's  comments  were  distributed  to  the  Utah  Congressional 
delegation,  the  Air  Force  Regional  Civil  Engineer's  Office  for  MX, 
the  Utah  MX  DEIS  committee  chairmen,  the  other  candidate  deployment  area 
states,  as  well  as  to  all  of  the  libraries  in  the  State  of  Utah.  The 
State  of  Utah's  comments  have  already  been  forwarded  to  the  Four 
Corners  Regional  Commission  during  the  reporting  period. 

No  additional  EIS  related  technical  interchange  meetings  were  held 
during  the  reporting  period;  however,  such  meetings  will  be  held 
during  the  next  reporting  period.  Also,  no  other  MX  committee  chair¬ 
man  feedback  meetings  were  held.  MX  DEIS  meeting  minutes,  and  where 
available,  agendas,  attendance  lists  and  handouts  for  the  preceeding 
reporting  period  are  included  under  Attachment  4. 

No  problems  were  encountered  in  completing  this  task  during  the 
reporting  period.  Current  Air  Force  plans  are  not  entirely  clear 
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regarding  the  date  of  issuance  of  the  FEIS,  nor  for  issuing  Tier  II 
environmental  assessments.  Air  Force  timetables  will  determine 
further  activity  in  this  task. 

TASK  1.5  -  Coordination  with  the  Air  Force's  Comprehensive  Base 
Efforts 

During  the  reporting  period,  the  Utah  MX  Coordination  Office  reviewed 
several  BCP  deliverables.  These  comments  are  appended  as  Attachment 
5.  In  addition,  two  BCP  review  meetings  were  held  during  the 
reporting  period  -  the  first  was  held  on  May  18th  in  San  Francisco 
and  the  second  on  June  24th  at  Norton  Air  Force  Base. 

In  our  judgement,  the  Air  Force  has  set  unrealistically  tight 
schedules  for  the  review  of  these  deliverables,  and  insufficient 
copies  were  provided  for  an  adequate  review.  On  several  occasions, 
this  situation  was  discussed  with  the  Air  Force  and  their  consultant, 
EDAW,  Inc.  During  the  reporting  period,  the  review  time  has  been 
marginally  expanded,  and  several  more  copies  of  the  deliverables  have 
been  supplied.  However,  these  problems  have  not  been  satisfactorily 
resolved  to  date,  which  perforce,  affects  our  ability  to  thoroughly 
review  and  effectively  respond  to  the  adequacy  and  appropriateness 
of  the  deliverables.  There  is  also  a  danger  that  the  Air  Force  and 
EDAW  will  fail  to  understand  the  critical  concerns  of  state  agencies 
relative  to  this  process.  We  hope  this  situation  will  improve  during 
the  next  reporting  period. 

TASK  1.6  -  Coordination  with  the  Corps  of  Engineers  Life  Support  and 


Construction  Planning  Process 
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The  concept  study  phase  of  this  task  was  concluded  in  the  last  report 
period.  The  anticipated  succeeding  phase  of  this  process  dealing 
with  construction  planning  and  sequencing  did  not  begin  during  the 
reporting  period.  The  Draft  Construction  Management  Plan  which  has 
been  circulating  between  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  the  Air  Force 
has  not  been  provided  to  the  State  MX  Coordination  Office.  As  a 
result,  no  contingency  planning  for  construction  impacts  has  been  able 
to  proceed.  It  is  hoped  that  this  situation  will  be  rectified. 

TASK  1.7  -  Information  Dissemination 

As  has  been  the  case  in  the  past,  the  Utah  MX  Coordination  Office 
continued  to  disseminate  large  numbers  of  copies  of  its  analyses, 
reports  and  studies  (most  prominently,  in  this  report  period,  the 
State  of  Utah's  comments  on  the  Tier  I  MX  DEIS),  as  well  as  to  make 
available  to  relevant  state  agencies  and  private  interests  copies  of 
the  Air  Force  contractors'  studies.  These  materials  were  distributed 
to  the  following:  The  State  MX  Management  Committee,  the  MX  tech¬ 
nical  working  groups,  state  and  federal  agencies,  elected  officials, 
and,  on  request,  to  the  general  public.  Our  experience  has  been  to 
make  approximately  65,000  individual  pages  of  documents  available  on 
the  average  for  each  month  during  this  reporting  period.  The  unusually 
high  volume  was  due  to  the  State  of.  Utah's  comments  on  the  MX  DEIS. 

In  addition,  general  information  was  provided  to  several  Air  Force 
contractors,  to  the  General  Accounting  Office,  to  journalists,  to 
civic  groups  and  clubs  upon  request. 

No  problems  were  encountered  during  the  reporting  period,  and  none 
are  anticipated  in  the  future. 
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TASK  1.8  -  Development  of  Community  Impact  Assistance  Mechanisms 
The  Utah  MX  Coordination  Office  continued  to  be  involved  in  the  803 
Study  (mandated  under  public  law  96-418)  during  the  reporting  period. 
In  this  task,  the  Utah  MX  Coordination  Office  has  focused  on  develop¬ 
ment  of  a  process  for  providing  impact  assistance  in  a  fashion  which 

would  not  unduly  harm  the  affected  local  and  state  jurisdictions  in 
both  Utah  and  Nevada. 

During  the  reporting  period,  discussions  were  held  with  Air  Force  and 
Office  of  Economic  Adjustment  staff  on  threshold  criteria  for  impact 
assistance  and  on  specific  revisions  to  the  primary  803  Study  alter¬ 
native.  In  addition,  discussion  and  interaction  on  Draft  MX  Impact 
Assistance  Legislation  was  undertaken.  (This  item  is  discussed  more 
fully  under  Task  III-l  below.)  The  process  discussions  incorporated 
in  this  task  took  place  on  May  11th  and  l?th,  and  on  May  19th  and  20th 

in  Washington,  D.  C.  This  work  (Section  803)  was  largely  concluded 

during  the  reporting  period.  In  future  reporting  periods,  this  task 
will  focus  on  the  development  of  workable  regulations  and  processes 
to  support  impact  assistance  programming. 

It  should  be  noted  that  during  the  reporting  period.  Governor  Matheson 
testified  on  impact  assistance  measures,  before  the  House  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Military  Facilities  and  Construction  on  April  3,  1981. 

He  also  met  with  Utah's  Congressional  delegation  to  discuss  these 
issues  as  well  as  with  other  members  of  Congress,  in  key  positions, 
to  address  impact  assistance  issues. 

TASK  1.9  -  Development  of  State  Legislative  Requirements 

Due  to  the  continuing  tentative  nature  of  the  basing  mode  decision 


for  MX,  no  work  on  this  task  was  undertaken  during  the  reporting 
period.  However,  the  Interim  Legislative  Committee  on  Natural 
Resources  and  Energy  asked  for  testimony  from  the  MX  Coordination 
Office,  on  May  6,  1981,  regarding  the  state  DEIS  review  comments, 
anticipated  MX  impacts,  possible  state  legislative  responses,  and 
possible  federal  legislative  responses.  The  Utah  Legislative 
Interim  Committees  will  wish  to  begin  considering  responses  during 
the  next  reporting  period,  if  a  deployment  decision  occurs  affecting 
Utah. 

TASK  1.10  -  Manage  the  A-95  Clearinghouse  for  MX 
During  the  reporting  period,  revised  draft  procedures  for  A-95 
Clearinghouse  review  and  comment  on  state  and  local  agency  applications 
for  federal  assistance  partly  or  wholly  dependent  on  MX  were 
selectively  distributed  for  comment.  A  copy  of  the  most  recent  draft 
process  is  attached  as  Attachment  6.  During  the  reporting  period, 
only  three  applications  for  MX-related  federal  assistance  were 
received  by  the  general  state  clearinghouses  and  forwarded  for  review. 

It  is  anticipated  that  the  volume  of  applications  will  greatly 
increase  if  MX  moves  toward  significant  likelihood  of  deployment. 

This  work  is  proceeding  without  problem. 

TASK  I. 11  -  MX  Planners  Coordination 

Due  to  deployment  uncertainty,  the  Community  Planners  Advisory 
Group,  representing  local  jurisdictions,  counties,  cities  and  area¬ 
wide  associatons  of  governments  in  or  adjacent  to  the  MX  deployment  > 

area,  did  not  meet  during  the  reporting  period.  Discussions  with 

I 
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the  Wasatch  Front  Regional  Council  of  Governments  have  begun 
reviewing  potential  urban  impacts.  This  task  will  be  reactivated 
only  following  a  deployment  decision. 

TASK  1.12  -  Utah  MX  Intergovernmental  Working  Group 
The  Utah  MX  Intergovernmental  Working  Group  met  twice  during  the 
reporting  period,  on  April  22nd  and  May  28th.  Copies  of  the  meeting 
minutes  and  ageqdas  are  included  under  Attachment  7.  In  the  past, 
the  IWG  has  generally  met  on  the  fourth  Wednesday  of  each  month 
alternating  between  Salt  Lake  City  and  Cedar  City;  however,  during 
subsequent  reporting  periods,  the  meetings  will  be  held  on  the  fourth 
Thursday  of  every  month  (alternating  between  the  same  cities). 

During  the  reporting  period,  meetings  of  the  IWG  continued  to  be  pro¬ 
cedural,  organizational  and  informative  in  character.  However, 
during  the  reporting  period,  the  IWG  also  began  to  deal  with  policy 
issues  such  as  Base  Comprehensive  Planning,  the  Utah  Fiscal  Impact 
Study,  the  Utah  Fiscal  Management  Study  and  the  FY  82  Work  Program. 

This  task  is  proceeding  very  well,  and  has  made  a  very  positive 
contribution  toward  coordinated  planning. 

GOAL  II  -  Impact  Analysis 

The  activities  under  this  goal  proceed  from  Goal  I,  but  are  assessment 
and  product  oriented.  Given  the  lack  of  site-specificity  in  most  of  the 
materials  reviewed,  foremost  among  them  the  Tier  I  MX  DEIS,  only  limited 
specific  impact  analysis  has  been  conducted  during  the  reporting  period. 
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Each  task  in  this  goal  area  is  discussed  below: 

TASK  I 1.1  -  Environmental  Impact  Statement  Analysis 

(For  clarity,  the  reviewer  should  examine  Attachment  4  and  the  State 

of  Utah's  comments  on  the  MX  DEIS.) 

This  review  was  completed  during  the  reporting  period. 

The  consensus  of  the  Utah  MX  DEIS  review  conrrittees  was  that  it  would 
be  imprudent  to  attempt  to  establish  a  data  base  associated  with  MX 
impacts,  given  that  the  MX  DEIS  was  incomplete  and  uneven.  To  date, 
it  has  not  been  prudent  from  either  a  cost  or  management  perspective 
to  begin  to  computerize  the  impact  data. 

During  the  reporting  period,  the  MX  Siting  Review  Board  was  established 
for  the  purpose  of  coordinating  the  comments  and  recommendations  of 
all  agencies  and  parties  having  vested  or  management  interests  in  the 
Utah  MX  weapon  system  layouts.  Attachment  8  contains  relevant  MX 
Siting  Review  Board  materials. 

The  Air  Force's  siting  process  is  still  evolving.  Apparently  the 
State  of  Utah's  comments  on  the  layouts  for  Pine  and  Wah  Wah  Valleys 
(IOC)  will  not  be  incorporated  into  revised  layouts  until  all  Utah 
valleys  have  gone  through  at  least  the  first  iterative  layout  (some¬ 
time  in  the  fourth  reporting  period). 

Given  the  recent  establishment  of  the  MX  Siting  Review  Board,  it  is 
not  yet ^possible  to  assess  the  potential  for  problems.  However, 
Attachment  9,  a  letter  to  Colonel  William  Sims  from  the  Utah  MX 
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Coordination  Office,  provides  an  outline  of  the  issues  as  they  are 
presently  perceived. 

TASK  II. 2  -  Comprehensive  Base  Planning  Impact  Analysis 
During  the  reporting  period,  EDAW's  Deliverables  3,  5,  6,  7,  8, 

10,  13,  16,  21  and  24  were  reviewed.  With  the  exception  of  Deliverable 
8,  the  deliverables  were  generic  in  nature  and,  as  a  result,  not 
amenable  to  specific  impact  analysis.  However,  Deliverable  8:  Land 
Use  Plan  -  Beryl  and  Milford,  was  amenable  to  impact  analysis  and 
was  so  analyzed.  (See  Attachment  5). 

It  is  expected  that  as  future  iterations  of  the  deliverables  become, 
available  in  subsequent  reporting  periods,  detailed  impact  analyses 
will  be  conducted.  However,  if  the  future  deliverables  are  not 
substantially  different  from  those  received  to  date,  detailed  analyses 
will  not  be  possible. 

TASK  II. 3  -  Corps  of  Engineers  Life  Support  and  Construction  Planning 
Impact  Analysis 

During  this  reporting  period,  neither  the  Corps  of  Engineers  nor  the 
Air  Force  have  released  the  MX  Construction  Management  Plan.  There¬ 
fore,  no  impact  analysis  could  be  conducted.  Future  activity  in  this 
task  is  dependent  upon  Air  Force  release  of  specific  data. 

TASK  II. 4  -  Phase  II  Study  Comprehensive  impact  Analysis 
During  the  reporting  period,  a  draft  of  the  Phase  II  study  for 
Beaver  and  Iron  Counties  was  released  for  review  and  comment. 
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State  agencies  are  providing  technical  review  comments  to  the  MX 
Coordination  Office  which  will  forward  comprehensive  comments  to 
the  MX  Policy  Board.  This  task  is  proceeding  on  schedule.  (The 
draft  report  itself  will  be  attached  to  the  Policy  Board  progress 
report) . 

No  future  problems  are  anticipated. 


TASK  I I. 5  -  Fiscal  Impact  Analysis 

During  the  reporting  period,  a  joint  state  and  local  contract  was 
entered  into  with  the  firm  of  John  Sanger  and  Associates.  Under  the 
contract,  Sanger  will  conduct  a  reconnaissance  and  conceptualize  a 
fiscal  impact  analysis.  This  contract  is  intended  to  outline  a 
detailed  approach  of  how  Utah  should  conduct  a  fully  detailed  fiscal 
impact  analysis.  Site  visits  were  conducted  in  Utah  by  Sanger's  team 
during  mid  June.  The  results  of  this  contract  will  become  available 
during  the  next  reporting  period. 

No  future  problems  are  anticipated. 

NOTE:  The  Utah  MX  Coordination  Office  and  the  MX  Missile  Policy 
Board  have  entered  into  a  cooperative  agreement  under  which  the 
Policy  Board  acts  as  the  contracting  agent  for  the  Fiscal  Impact 
Study  with  Sanger  and  Associates;  the  Fiscal  Management  Study  with 
Peat  Marwick  Mitchell  and  Company;  and  the  Tax  Consequences  Study 
with  John  Short  and  Associates.  The  scope  of  work  for  these  pro¬ 
jects  will  be  deliverables  in  the  Policy  Board's  progress  report. 

The  cooperative  agreement  is  enclosed  as  Attachment  10. 
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Because  the  previously  performed  Construction  Management  Plan  was 
not  released  during  the  reporting  period,  it  has  not  been  possible 
to  develop  an  approach  to  conducting  the  Phase  III  work.  This 
task  will  await  full  delineation  of  the  construction  process,  both 
management  and  areal  sequencing. 

Future  problems  are  not  expected. 

Task  II. 7  -  Facilities  Siting  Analysis 

This  task  is  being  more  closely  integrated  with  the  environmental 
impact  analysis  activities.  To  date,  various  state  agencies  and 
private  interests  have  been  provided  with  copies  of  site  layout 
maps  for  Pine  and  Wah  Wah  Valleys,  geotechnical ly  suitable  area 
maps  for  the  other  Utah  MX  deployment  area  valleys,  and  base  vicinity 
zone  maps  for  Beryl  and  Milford.  This  will  facilitate  the  collection 
of  both  broad-based  and  site-specific  data  to  refine  the  environ¬ 
mentally  acceptable  siting  areas.  The  Utah  MX  Coordination  Office 
coordinates  the  state  agencies'  responses,  and  further  has  developed 
a  consolidated  state  position  on  the  Air  Force's  MX  siting  process. 
NOTE:  For  clarity,  the  reviewer  should  examine  Attachment  8,  which 
contains  relevant  MX  Siting  Review  Board  materials. 

No  further  problems  are  expected. 


GOAL  III  -  Impact  Mitigation  and  Planning 

In  this  goal  area,  most  of  the  work  conducted  during  the  reporting  period 
continues  to  be  preliminary  in  nature. 
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TASK  III.l  -  Community  Impact  Assistance  Mechanism  and  Process 
As  noted  under  Goal  Area  I,  Task  1.8,  the  803  Study  is  currently  in 
the  hands  of  the  Executive  Office  of  the  President.  Depending  upon 
the  specific  decisions  made  in  both  the  executive  and  legislative 
branches,  this  task  will  focus  upon  specific  mechanism  implementation 
during  the  next  two  months. 

No  future  problems  are  anticipated. 

TASK  I I I. 2  -  Development  of  a  Fiscal  Management  System  for  Community 
Impact  Funds 

During  the  reporting  period,  a  joint  state  and  local  contract  was 
entered  into  with  the  firm  of  Peat,  Marwick,  Mitchell  and  Company. 

Its  purpose  is  to  conduct  a  reconnaissance  level  study  that  will 
conceptualize  a  fiscal  management  program  suitable  for  managing  MX 
mitigation  funds  at  the  state  and  local  level.  Site  visits  have  been 
conducted  in  Utah  in  late  June.  This  task  is  expected  to  be  com¬ 
pleted  during  the  next  reporting  period.  This  study  will  serve  as 
the  basis  for  the  full  development  of  the  fiscal  management  plan, 
should  a  deployment  decision  be  made. 

No  future  problems  are  anticipated. 

NOTE:  The  Utah  MX  Coordination  Office  and  the  MX  Missile  Policy 
Board  have  entered  into  a  cooperative  agreement  under  which  the 
Policy  Board  acts  as  the  contracting  agent  for  the  Fiscal  Impact 
Study  with  Sanger  and  Associates;  the  Fiscal  Management  Study  with 
Peat,  Marwick,  Mitchell  and  Company;  and  the  Tax  Consequences  Study 
with  John  Short  and  Associates.  The  scope  of  work  for  these  pro- 


jects  will  be  deliverables  in  the  Policy  Board's  progress  report. 
The  cooperative  agreement  is  enclosed  as  Attachment  10. 


TASK  III. 3  -  Development  of  a  Comprehensive  Facilities  and  Services 
Plan 

Since  a  deployment  decision  has  not  been  made,  and  a  process  for 
handling  impact  assistance  has  not  been  authorized  by  the  Congress, 
no  work  on  this  task  was  accomplished  during  the  reporting  period. 
Given  the  current  timetable  for  the  deployment  decision,  it  is 
anticipated  that  this  task  could  be  undertaken  in  the  third  quarter 
of  the  fiscal  year. 

TASK  III .4  -  Economic  Development  Plan 

Initial  work  on  the  economic  development  plan  is  awaiting  delivery 
from  the  firm  of  Hammer,  Silar,  George  Associates  who  are  under 
contract  to  the  Office  of  Economic  Adjustment.  Once  the  preliminary 
HSG  report  is  received,  and  using  site  specific  deployment  data, 
staffs  from  the  state  and  local  MX  offices  will  delineate  a  more 
detailed  approach  to  developing  an  MX-related  economic  development 
plan.  No  firm  date  for  delivery  of  the  HSG  work  has  been  given. 

It  is  anticipated  that  this  task  may  begin  during  the  next  reporting 
period. 

TASK  III. 5  -  Development  of  a  Fiscal  Year  1982  Impact  Mitigation  Work 
Plan  and  Budget 

During  the  reporting  period,  all  state  agency  estimates  of  FY  82 
planning  requirements  were  developed,  reviewed,  revised  and  con- 
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soli  dated.  These  requests  were  organized  into  a  single  budget 
submittal  package  which  will  go  to  the  Congress.  In  addition  to 
planning  funds,  it  is  anticiapted  that  FY  82  preconstruction  funds 
will  be  required  for  highway  development  due  to  the  long  lead  times 
involved.  As  a  result,  the  Utah  Department  of  Transportation  has 
prepared  estimates  of  the  funds  which  will  be  required  during  FY  82. 
Preconstruction  work  on  high  priority  roads  and  highways  must  begin 
in  FY  82  in  order  to  meet  the  current  MX  construction  and  deploy¬ 
ment  timetable. 

The  delay  in  the  Administration's  decision  on  MX  deployment,  and 
attendant  legislative  deferral  of  mark-up  to  the  appropriations  bills 
relative  to  the  MX  program,  has  postponed  the  accomplishment  of  this 
task  until  the  third  or  fourth  reporting  period.  However,  the 
preliminary  budget  estimate  has  been  submitted  to  the  Utah  MX  Inter¬ 
governmental  Working  Group.  A  copy  is  enclosed  as  Attachment  11. 


STATE  OF  UTAH,  MX  COORDINATION  OFFICE 
SECOND  PROGRESS  REPORT 
UNDER  GRANT  #6 (MS) 11 -899-032-6 
COVERING  THE  PERIOD  APRIL  1,  1981  THROUGH  JUNE  30,  1981 

MONTHLY  EXPENDITURE  REPORTS 

As  required  by  the  grant  conditions,  this  report  shows  estimates  of  expen¬ 
ditures  by  goal  area  for  the  months  of  April,  May  and  June  of  1981  as 
listed  below: 


Goal  Area 

April  81 

May  81 

June  81 

Goal  I  -  Liaison,  Coordination  and  Program 
Management 

$18,870 

$15,802 

$16,777 

Goal  II  -  Impact  Analysis 

11,975 

12,290 

10,738 

Goal  III  -  Impact  Mitigation  and  Development 
Planning 

5,443 

7,023 

6,040 

TOTAL 

$36,288 

$35,115 

$33,555 

Attached  to  this  estimate  of  the  amount  expended  by  goal  area  during  the 
reporting  period  is  the  status  of  funds  progress  report  budget  format 
called  for  in  the  grant.  It  shows  the  status  of  funds  under  this  grant 
as  of  June  30,  1981.  Supporting  documentation  for  year  to  date  expen¬ 
ditures  is  also  attached.  .  - 
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TOTALS _ $600.000 _ [_ _ _$  104, 958  $202,741  |  33.8 

Attach  additional  pages  if  necessary,  “  ' 


OPERATING  STATEMENT  (UNAUDITED) 
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REVENUE  D  0  D  #2 
D  0  D  Contract  #2  100 

TOTAL  REVENUE  100 

CONTRACT  COSTS  MX 

SALARIES  l>.  WAGES 
Project  Director  2 

Associate  Director  1 

Project  Economist  1 

Administrative  Assistant 
Office  Salaries 
Ecol osist 

TOTAL  SAL  &  WAGES  7 
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Telephone  —  L.  D. 

Postage 

Copy  Expense 

Printing 

SuppI ies 

Maps  &  Reports 

Jan i tor ial 

Registration  Fees 

Misc.  Office  Expense 

TOTAL  OFFICE  EXPENSE 
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ATTACHMENT  1 

Meeting  Minutes,  Agendas,  Attendance  Lists  and  Handouts  for 
All  Bi -State  Meetings 
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MINUTES 

Second  Nevada/Utah  Conference 
on 

MX  Education  Impacts  and  Mitigations 
April  3,  1981 

A  list  of  those  present  is  attached.  In  addition  there  was  a  significant 
number  of  observers/'/!*  si  tors  who  did  not  sign  the  roster. 

Rowan  Stutz  explained  why  Superintendent  Walter  Talbot  and  Vaughn  Hall 
could  not  be  present  and  asked  that  they  be  excused. 

After  introductions  Denise  Lindberg,  Utah  State  Office  of  Education,  and 
Wendell  Newman,  Nevada  Department  of  Education,  shared  the  highlights 
of  their  respective  written  reviews  of  the  DEIS  from  an  education  per¬ 
spective.  Utah's  comments  had  been  prepared  by  a  single  education  review 
committee  while  Nevada  used  three  sub- committees:  Vocational  Education, 
Higher  education,  and  K-12  education. 

The  issue  of  the  demand  for  technically  trained  manpower  was  raised  by  both 
of  the  DEIS  reviews.  Bill  Trabert,  Nevada  Department  of  Education/and 
Bob  Worthington,  Utah  System  of  Higher  Education  were  asked  to  forma  special 
task  force  to  look  into  the  projected  needs  for  trained  manpower,  survey  the 
extant  capability  for  meeting  these  needs  and  recommend  what  else  needs 
to  be  done  to  put  Nevada  and  Utah  into  a  position  to  respond  appropriately 
to  future  demands  for  vocational /technical  training  at  the  high  school  and 
post  high  school  levels. 

Funds  for  the  support  of  the  work  of  this  task  force  will  be  sought  from 
each  of  the  state  MX  coordinator  offices. 

A  progress  report  of  the  work  of  this  task  force  will  be  made  at  the  next 
meeting.  , 

John  Roach,  Assistant  Project  Manager*  MX  Coordinator's  Office,  Utah, 
presented  an  overview  of  tiered  decision  making  as  it  is  being  employed  in 
making  the  MX  basing  and  development  decisions.  He  pointed  out  the 
DEIS  was  prepared  only  to  facilitate  the  deployment  area  selection  and  land 
withdrawal /acquisition  decisions.  This  partially  explains  the  lack 
of  specificity  and  detail  regarding  education  impacts  and  mitigations. 

Phil  Robison  from  the  local  MX  Policy  Board,  told  about  the  work  of  his  group 
to  date.  He  also  presented  the  Impact  Assistance  Program  that  had  been 
prepared  jointly  by  Nevada  and  Utah,  which  proposes  that  MX  mitigation  funds 
be  appropriated  as  a  block  grant  to  each  state  and  managed  by  an  MX  Grant 
Review  Committee  in  each  state. 

The  significance  of  the  impact  of  MX  upon  the  quality  of  life  in  the 
communities  near  the  deployment  site  and  the  concomitant  effects  upon 
education  were  discussed  at  length.  It  was  felt  that  educators  had  a  re¬ 
sponsibility  to  help  communities  prepare  for  and  hopefully  head-off  the 
social  dislocations  and  alienations  that  usually  accompany  rapid  growth  in 
small  communities. 


David  Lundberg,  University  of  Nevada,  who  has  written  a  paper  on  this 
problem,  agreed  to  share  his  paper  and  his  thoughts  about  how  to 
deal  with  this  problem  with  the  group  at  the  June  meeting. 

8.  The  next  meeting  was  set  for  June  12  and  will  probably  be  held  in  Las  Vegas. 
Nevada  will  host  the  next  meeting.  Several  items  for  the  June  meeting 
agenda  were  suggested  to  Wendell  Newman, 

It  was  agreed  that  the  pattern  of  alternating  the  responsibility  for  hosting 
these  joint  meetings  would  continue  and  that  in  the  future  the  host  state 
would  arrange  for  someone  to  record  the  minutes. 
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NAME 

STATE 

POSITION  AND  ADDRESS  ft 

Wendell  Newman 

Nevada 

Department  of  Education 

Russ  McOmber 

Nevada 

White  Pine  Co.,  Supt. 

P.0.  Box  400  E.,  Ely 

Leon  Hensley 

Utah 

Lander  Co.  School  Dist.  Supt.  ft 

P.0.  Box  273,  Battle  Hountal n ,  Nev. 

Robert  M.  Worthington 

Utah 

St.  Board  of  Regents,  807  E.  So.  Temple, 
Salt  Lake  City 

Denise  P.  Lindberg 

Utah 

State  Office  of  Education 

250  East  5th  South,  Salt  Lake  City  ft 

Fred  Openshaw 

Utah 

Tintic  School  District 

Eureka,  Utah 

J.  Clair  Morris 

Utah 

Superintendent,  Iron  County  ^ 

M.  Clark  Newell 

Utah 

Superintendent  Juab  School  District, 

305  E.  100  No.  Nephi,  Utah 

Sherm  D.  Ferre 

Utah 

Clerk-Treasurer,  Juab  School  Dist. 

305  E.  100  North,  Nephi,  Utah  ft 

Jack  Burr 

Utah 

Supt.  Washington  County  Schools 

189  West  Tabernacle 

St.  George,  Utah 

Glen  W.  Moyle 

Nevada 

P.  0.  Box  24,  Eureka,  Nevada 

Earle  Nuttall 

Nevada 

P.0.  Box  116.  Eureka.  Nevada  * 

Charles  P.  Lloyd 

Utah 

Administrator,  Educa.  Support  Services, 
Utah  State  Office  of  Education' 

250  E.  500  So.,  Salt* Lake  City 

Scott  W.  Bean 

Utah 

Utah  State  Office  of  Education  » 

250  E.  500  So.,  Salt  Lake  City 

Harold  Hiskey 

Utah 

Dean  of  Business  &  Techn. 

So.  Utah  State  College 

Cedar  City,  Utah 

John  Roach 

Utah 

Assist.  Project  Mgr.  1 

MX  Coord.  Office,  Salt  Lake  City 

Thurman  White 

Nevada 

Associate  Supt. 

•  2832  E.  Flamingo 
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NAME 

STATE 

•POSITION  AND  ADDRESS 

Ted  Sanders 

Nevada 

Department  of  Education 

400  W.  King  St. 

Carson  City, 

Rowan  Stutz 

Utah 

Utah  State  Office  of  Education 

250  E.  500  So. 

Salt  Lake  City,  Utah 

Warren  Holmes 

Nevada 

State  Board  of  Education,  President 

Kent  Myers 

Utah 

67  No.  1050  W.,  Cedar  City,  Utah 

Ken  Topham 

Utah 

Superintendent,  Millard  School  Dist. 
Box  666,  Delta,  Utah 

Leo  Prestwich 

Nevada 

Lincoln  Co.  Schools,  Box  118 

Panaca,  Nevada 

David  Lundberg 

Nevada 

Research  &  Educa.  Planning  Center 

Rm.  201  College  of  Education 
University  of  Nevada,  Reno,  Nevada 

Kent  Hulet 

Utah 

Director  of  Elem/Sec.  Education 

P.0.  Box  879,  Cedar  City,  Utah 

Clarke  N.  Oohnsen 

Utah 

Superintendent,  Tooele  Co.  Sch.  Dist 
66  West  Vine  Street 

Tooele,  Utah 
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OFFICE  OF  THE  ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  OF  DEFENSE  W 

WASHINGTON.  DC.  20301 

jjKiausai 
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RESERVE  AFFAIRS 
ANO  LOGISTICS 


MEMORANDUM  FOR  THE  INTERGOVERNMENTAL/INTERAGENCY  TASK  FORCE 

ON  COMMUNITY  IMPACT  ASSISTANCE 


SUBJECT:  Conclusion*  from  May  19th  Task  Force  Meeting 

Attached  are  the  revised  Findings  and  the  updated  draft  legislation  for 
Special  Impact  Assistance,  which  reflect  the  guidance  provided  by  the 
Task  Force  on  May  19th. 

Following  our  meeting  with  the  Urban  Institute  on  May  20th,  it  was  found  that 
the  number  of  research  tasks  to  be  compiled  and  edited  would  really  only 
permit  a  distribution  date  for  the  Draft  Final  Report  of  June  2nd.  A  revised 
Schedule  for  Completion  of  the  Section  803  Report  is  therefore  attached  which 
calls  for  agency-state-local  comments  to  be  furnished  to  OMB  by  June  10th 
and  the  Final  Report  to  be  forwarded  to  OMB  on  June  17th.  ^ 

We  very  much  appreciate  the  hard  work  which  the  Task  Force  members  have 
given  to  this  effort  and  the  goodwill  which  has  been  so  evident  in  reaching 
a  consensus  on  the  adjustment  assistance' needs  for  Defense  growth  impacted 
communities . 

5f 

Robert  M.  Rauner 

•  Acting  Director 

Office  of  Economic  Adjustment 
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'  *  I 

i 

FINDINGS 

J 

•  •  | 

This  Final  Report  on  Community  Impact  Assistance  for  Defense  Growth  Areas  ^  j 

is  submitted  in  accordance  with  Section  803  of  the  FY  1981  Military  Construction 
Authorization  Act  (P.L.  96-418).  The  following  findings  are  for  the  purpose 
of  determining  - the  most  effective  -and:  practicabl^  mearts'  of-prpmptly^ig^tlgatihg^^^^L  ' 
the  adverse  impact  on  communities  with  major,  new  military 'facilities:  : 

1.  The  history  of  impact  assistance  since  World  War  II  indicates  that 

communities  and  states  seriously  affected  by  extraordinary  Defense  growth 
have  not  been  required  to  bear  the  full  burden  of  municipal  facility  and  service 
costs  associated  with  the  establishment  of  major,  new  Defense  bases.  Supple¬ 
mental  federal  assistance  has  been  available  as  the  prevailing  norm  to  assist  8 

Defense  growth-impacted  areas. 

2.  The  local  economic  stimulus  from  military  bases  (in  contrast  with  DoD 
industrial  activities)  is  lower  in  general  than  from  other  private  sector  actr  Sties 

as  a  result  of:  (a)  lack  of  normal  inter-industry,  relationships  between  the  base  8 

and  regional  industry;  (b)  the  base  itself  providing  a  large  portion  of  the  second¬ 
ary  employees  in  the  local  economy;  and  (c)  the  generally  lower  wage  scale  for 
military  personnel  in  comparison  with  prevailing  local  wages .  Given  the  lack  of  . 
local-state  taxing  authority  on  military  base  facilities  and  on  commissary-post 
exchange  sales,  the  economic  incentives  from  a  major , _new_rnilitary  base  often  ) 

are  not  sufficient  to  meet  the  early  up-front  requirements  for  public  infrastructure 
and  may  not  be  sufficient  even  to  meet  the  full  annual  incremental  operating  costs 
required  to  support  the  new  military  base  activities . 

3 .  Local  and  state  resources  and  normal  Federal  domestic  agency  assistance  I 
should  be  used  to  provide  public  facilities  and  services  supporting  nearby  military 
bases  and  Defense  activities  in  all  but  those  exceptional  circumstances  where  the 
sudden  population  influx  and  the  resulting  demand  for  public  services  could  over¬ 
whelm  local-state  fiscal  capacities  and  impede  the  Defense  expansion  and  national 
security  objectives.  In  these  exceptional  circumstances,  the  Department  of  Defense  ^ 
should  be  prepared  to  provide  limited  initial  supplemental  or  special  assistance 

until  local  and  state  budgets  and  normal  Federal  domestic  agency  assistance  can 
adequately  address  the  problems  associated  with  the  growth..  Previous  experience 
suggests  that  the  growth  impact  problems 1  are  the  most  .serious  for  communities 
with  less  than  5,000  population  which  are  growing  at  a  rate  of  more  than  five 
to  seven  percent  annually.  The  effects  of  rapid  population  growth  cm  communities 
with  populations  ranging  from  5,000  to  200,000  persons  can  also  be  serious. 

Larger  communities  generally  are  able  to  attract  the  regional  economic  stimulus 
from  new  Defense  base  activities  and  are  far  better  prepared  to  accommodate  the 
demands  for  additional  public  services.  In  general,  special  Federal  assistance 
should  only  be  warranted  in  those  unusual  circumstances  where  the  lack  of 
adequate  public  facilities  would  otherwise  impede  national  security  objectives. 

.**•  < 


» 


4.  In  view  of  the  limitations  in  local  planning  resources  available  through 
the  domestic  agencies,  one  of  the  most  helpful  steps  toward  mitigating  growth 
impacts  would  be  to  seek  the  authority  for  DoD  community  planning  assistance 
resources.  This  step  would  encourage  needed  local  planning  for  growth  impacts 
and  the  preparation  of  the  appropriate  grant  applications  —  irrespective  of  the 
final  budgeting  sources  for  adjustment  resources. 

5.  Most  current  federal  assistance  programs  are  directed  toward  communities-  ^ 
with  existTng~economic  distress “ or^on-goiHg'  urbah  problems  more  ;feah"tbw£rdr~'  ' 
communities  facing  major  growth  pressures.  Many  federal  programs  are  based  on 
distribution  formulas  through  the  states;  other  federal  formula  .grant  programs,  do 
not  highlight  growth  adjustment  needs  as  a  competitive  criterion.  Without  supple¬ 
mental  resources,  it  is  difficult  to  assure  community  assistance  to  growth  impacted 
communities  affected  by  major,  new  military  bases  —  even  when  these  communities 

are  provided  priority  consideration  by  the  domestic  federal  agencies. 

% 

6.  Twelve  alternative  organizational  and  budgeting  approaches  for  com¬ 
munity  impact  assistance  were  examined  in  relation  to  fourteen  desirable  character¬ 
istics  for  an  optimum  impact  assistance  progi-am  in  behalf  of  Defense  growth 
areas.  There  was  no  single  approach  to  the  Defense  growth  impact  assistance 
problem,  which  is — simple,  easily  managed,  and  fully  responsive  locally.  Five 
of  the  alternative  organizational  and  budgeting  approaches,  however,  satisfied 
more  than  60  percent  of  the  fourteen  desirable 'characteristics  of  the  optimum 
community  assistance  program:  (a)  the  budgeting  of  community  assistance  within  a 
single  domestic  agency;  (b)  supplemental  DoD  community  impact  assistance  (i.e., 
Trident-West  Coast  Section  608  or  the  more  recent  Section  802  program);  (c)  an 
Impact  Mitigation  Trust  Fund  proposed  by  the  States  of  Nevada  and  Utah;  (d)  DoD 
Block  Grant  Assistance  as  also  proposed  and  preferred  by  the  States  of  Nevada 
and  Utah;  and  (e)  Special  Impact  Assistance  for  supporting  Defense  base  expansions 
and  national  objectives  with  defined  local  flexibility.  Preference  among  the  more 
evident  alternatives  will  be  shaped  in  this  regard  by  the  degree  that  the  responsi¬ 
bility  for  national  resources  can  be  delegated  to  state-local  entities  in  order  to 
achieve  a  greater  capacity  of  local  responsiveness  —  while  at  the  same  time  ful¬ 
filling  national  objectives  and  maintaining  accountability  for  national  resources. 

* 

• 

7.  States  and  local  government  should  also  be  encouraged  to  meet  their 
share  of  public  facility  costs.  The  provisions  of  Section  802(b)(1)  of  P.L.  96-418, 
which  authorizes  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  "guarantee  State  or  municipal 
indebtedness  for  improved  public  facilities  related  to  the  MX  Weapon  System  or 
the  East  Coast  Trident  Base,”  had  been  unclear  as  to  whether  the  guarantee 
should  apply  to  federal  tax-free  local  indebtedness  or  local  indebtedness  where 
the  interest  is  taxable  for  federal  income  tax  purposes.  In  forwarding  the 
Preliminary  Report  to  Congress,  the  President  clarified  this  issue  by  emphasizing 
that  the  Administration  "would  oppose  any  such  assistance  taking  the  form  of 
Federal  guarantees  of  State  or  municipal  indebtedness  where  the  interest  is  not 
subject  to  Federal  income  tax."  A  less  costly  approach  for  the  Federal  govern¬ 
ment  involves  DoD  supplementing  the  interest  difference  between  taxable  and 
tax-free  notes  over  the  life  of  the'  municipal  bonds . 
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Working  draft  candidate  alternative  approach  to.  be  included  in  the  Section  803 
Report. 

ft 

SPECIAL  IMPACT  ASSISTANCE  . 


Sec.  -  (a)  The  Secretary  of  Defense,  or  his;  des ig n ?e he r ea f  t e r-jeferred^tB^'’'  ’  r7 
as  the  Secretary)  is  authorized  to  provide  special  impact  ass istance,  as  outlined  * 

in  subsection  (b)  below,  to  States,  territories,  Indian  tribes,  local  governments, 

or  duly  recognized  associations  or  authorities  of  local  or  State  governments  from 

V  ft 

monies  appropriated  to  the  Department  of  Defense  for  that  purpose.  Funds  approp¬ 
riated  and  commitments  authorized  specifically  for  Special  Impact  Assistance  shall 
be  used  in  conjunction  with  on-going  domestic  agency  programs,  wherever  possible,  ^ 

to  avoid  an  unfair  and  excessive  financial  burden  of  providing  increased  public 
facil  i ties  or  services  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of,  and  directly  attributable  to, 
the  major  construction  or  expansion  of  military  facilities.  Pursuant  to  subsection  (d)  ,§ 

such  funds  and  commitments  shall  be  made  avai  lable  only  in  those  exceptional  circum- 

•  •  1  * 

stances  where  Federal  agency  programs  are  inadequate  either  in  amount  or  purpose,  as 
determined  by  the  Director  of  the  0ffi.ee  of  Management  and  Budget,  and  normal  State  • 
and  local  resources  are  inadequate  to  support  national  security  requirements. 

•  ,  •  : 

(b)  Special  impact  assistance  authorized  by  this  section  may  include  (l)  providing  * 

direct  grant  assistance,  (2)  helping  communities  or  States  meet  their  share’of 

•  ...  -  '  .  -  '  * 

costs  under  existing  Federal  agency  programs,  (3)  guaranteeing  State  or  municipal 

indebtedness  only  where  the  interest  Income  from  such  indebtedness  is  included 
in  gross  income  for  the  purposes  of  Chapter  1  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954,  ‘ 
as  amended,  and  (4)  subsidizing  interest  payments  on  obligations  held  by  the  United  ^ 
States,  commercial,  or  State  bonding  institutions. 


-  *  vaar.v  t 


(c)  Special  impact  assistance  authorized  by  this  section  shall  be  made  available 
and  administered  in  accordance  with  (!)  regulations  promulgated  by  the  Secretary, 

(2)  the  annual  community  impact  facilities  and  services  program  (hereinafter  referred 
to  as  the  Program)  which  shall  be  specif icby. project  or  activity  and  approved 
Jay  "the  Secretary  ^a'nd"  T3)  ~tfi¥ ’'mul  ti-yeac  community  Impaci^-.facil  i-tiesand  services  . 
plan.  Such  Program  and  the  multi-year  plan  shall  be  local  ly  prepared  and  submitted 
by  a  duly  constituted  intergovernmental  Defense  impact  planning  "and  mitigation 
board  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  Board) ,  composed  as  appropriate  of  State, 
local,  and  advisory  Federal  members.  The  chairman,  as  authorized  by  the  Board, 
shall  submit  implementing  procedures  and  regulations  for  planning  and  programming, 
including  regional  or  State  performance  and  cost  standards  that  are  compatible  with 
Department  of  Defense  regulations.  The  Program  and  the  implementing  procedures  and 
regulations  shall  be  submitted  to  the  Secretary  who  may  approve  the  submissions  in  - 
whole  or  in  part  or  may  disapprove  the  submissions  and  require  their  resubmission. 
Such  approval  shall  be  based  upon  a  determination  that  the  Program!:  *  (l)  is  consistent 
with  the  multi-year  plan,  (2)  meets  the  public  facility  and  services  needs  of  the 
military  departments  responsible  for  the  Defense  construction  or  expansion,  (3) 
demonstrates  that  the  public  facilities  and  services  are  needed  as  a  result  of 
anticipated  Defense-related  growth,  (A)  avoids  an  unfair  and  excessive  financial 
burden  to  State  and  local  governments,  and  (5)  is  in  compliance  with  the  applicable 
regulations  set  forth  by  the  Secretary.  The  Secretary  shall  submit  his  approved 

i 

•  I  '  ‘  '  *  .  .  w 

Program  in  support  of  the  President’s  annual  budget  request  to  the  Congress. 

(d)  The  Secretary,  in  consultation  with  the  heads  of  the  other  appropriate  Federal 
agencies  and  elected  officials  of  impacted  jurisdictions,  shall  within  120  days  of 
the  enactment  of  this  Act  publish  (1)  standards  for  initiating  special  impact 
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assistance,  and  (2)  regulations  governing  the  administration  of  special  impact 
assistance,  such  regulations  among  other  things  to  include  the  planning  process 
standards  and  requirements  for  multi-year  comprehensive  plans  and  programs. 

.(e).  The  .Secretary  .shal  l  (1)  keep  the_  appropriate  Committees.  of  Congress  informed  of ' 
major  changes  to  the  Program  made  pursuant  to  regulations  promulgated^  tHe^Sec- 
retary,  (2)  submit  an  annual  schedule  of  program  and  financial  audits  and  reports, 
and  (3)  shall  submit  annual  reports  to  the  appropriate  Committees  of  Congress 
indicating  the  total  amounts  transferred  to  and  the  amounts  obligated  and  expended 
by  each  recipient  of  special  impact  assi stance  provided  under  the  authority  of  this 
section.  ...  .  *  *  •  -  • 

( f )  Grant  assistance  to  eligible  recipients  shall  be  made  available  through  a  duly 

designated  fiscal  agent  upon  certification  that  such  funds  (l)  will  be  used  in 
accordance  with  the  approved  Program,  (2)  are  requi red  "for  obi- i  ga;t ion  wj th i n  the 
following  twelve  months,  and  (3)  will  be  used  in  accordance  with  applicable  State, 
local,  and  Federal  regulations.  . 

(g)  Subject  to  regulations  promulgated  by  ;the  Secretary,  the  Board  may  approve 
reprogramming  and  cost  variations  for  projects' in  the  approved  Program  and  establish 
and  administer  a  minor  project  and  activities  account. 


(h)  The  Secretary  shall  determine  when  there  is  no  longer  an  unfair  and  excessivi 
financial  burden  to  the  impact  jurisdiction  by  Department  of  Defense  activities. 
The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  also  determine  when  the  major  construction  or 
expansion  of  military  facilities  has  been  physically  completed.  No  new  Special 


I 


Impact  Assistance  may  be  provided  after  two  years  thereafter  unless  the  Secretary 
of  Defense,  in  consultation  with  the  Director  of  the  Office  of  Management  and 
Budget,  determines  on  a  biennial_ba sis  that  .an  unfair. -and  excessive  financial:  ' 


Hburden-  sti  1  l  exi'sts. 


(i)  For  the  purpose  of  this  section,  (l)  “unfair  and  excessive  financial  burden” 
means  the  net  fiscal  deficit  imposed  on  an  affected  jurisdiction  by  the  difference 
between  the  incremental  capital  or  operating  costs  required  to  support  national 
security  requirements  and  the  increases  in  public  tax  revenue  and  bending  capacities 
derived  from  the  regional  spending  resulting  from  the  Defense  expansion  or  new 
construction  —  based  on  equitable  local  and  state  taxing  efforts  and  the  good 

faith  allocation  of  normal  domestic  Federal  agency  and  state  assistance  to  the 

•  *  •  * 

impacted  jurisdiction.  (2)  "fiscal  agent"  means  an  officially  designated  financial  ) 
administration,  accounting  and  auditing  activity  for  “tfie"  Impacted!  area  in  behalf 

,  %  -  I  * 

of  the  Board.  (3)  "Defense-related  growth"  means  the  direct  or  secondary  population, 
employment  or  economic  activities  attracted  to  or  induced  into  the  mediate  vicinity  1 
of  and  directly  attributable  to  the  major  construction  or  expansion  of  military 
facilities;  specifically,  those  activities  which  would  not  otherwise  exist  in  the 
area  wi thout  the  Defense  construction  or  base  expansion  and  (4)  "comprehensive  plans"  * 
mean  the  appropriate  elements  of  the  documentation  described  in  42  U.S.C.  4201  .(g) 
and  elements  required  to  be  addressed  unde/-  the  applicable  provisions  of  state 
statutes  and  regulations  pertaining  to  planning  and  the  preparation  of  comprehensive 
plans.  ; 


(j)  Section  802  of  the  Military  Construction  Authorization  Act,  1981  (Public  Law 

*  ■  .  . 

Ho.  96-418;  St^f.  1777)  is  hereby  repealed.  .  - : .  ’ 


-  #* 
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..SCHEDULE  FOR  COMPLETION  OF  803  FINAL  REPORT 


» 


19  May  1981  Last  Meeting  to  Review  Drafts- 

2  June  Mail  to  TF  Members  the  Draft  Final  Report  - 

(Less  Educational  Costs,  Chapter  1)  } 


10  June  TF  Members  Submit  Comments  to  OMB 

17  June  Final  Report  to  OMB 


UTAH  MX  COORDINATION  OFFICE 

448  EAST  400  SOUTH,  SUITE  103 
SALT  LAKE  CITY,  UTAH  841 1 1 

Phone  I80U  364-9647 

SCOTT  M.  MATHESON 
GOVERNOR 


KENNETH  C.  OLSON 
PROJECT  MANAGER 


MEMORANDUM 


TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

SUBJECT: 


Utah  MX  Energy  Working  Group 
Utah  MX  Coordination  Office 
June  10,  1981 

Transmission  Coordinating  Committee  Meeting 


On  May  28,  1981,  the  second  Transmission  Coordinating  Committee  meeting  was  held 
in  the  Riviera  Hotel  in  Las  Vegas,  Nevada.  A  copy  of  the  agenda  and  handouts  are 
attached.  An  attendance  list  was  taken  by  the  Air  Force,  but  I  did  not  obtain  a 
copy  of  it.  Representatives  of  the  Utah/Nevada  utilities,  the  Air  Force,  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  (COE),  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  and  the  State  of 
Utah  were  present.  The  discussion  is  summarized  below. 


Lt.  Col.  Joe  Ornowski  opened  the  meeting  with  introductions.  He  then  talked  about 
the  Air  Force  selection  of  a  consultant  (EDAW,  Inc.)  to  do  base  comprehensive 
planning,  and  the  generic  studies  they  are  conducting  at  four  candidate  main  opera 
ting  base  (MOB)  sites:  Coyote  Springs,  Nevada;  Beryl  and  Milford,  Utah:  and 
Clovis,  New  Mexico.  He  also  briefly  discussed  the  latest  rumors  in  MX  basing. 

The  Secretary  of  Defense  has  stopped  the  award  of  all  new  contracts  and  the  amend¬ 
ment/modification  of  existing  contracts  until  presidential  decisions  on  the  basing 
mode  and  deployment  area(s)  are  made.  This  will  be  at  least  a  60-day  holding 
period. 

Mario  Rudningen  began  with  a  discussion  of  agenda  item  (2)  and  handout  1.  A  ques¬ 
tion  was  raised  regarding  backfill  and  the  Air  Force  indicated  that  the  estimated 
electrical  loads  incorporate  backfill  (i.e.,  4600  shelters  plus  2300  backfill 
shelters). 


Another  question  was  raised  about  the  power  loads  of  Utah  communities;  the  loads 
are  combined  with  the  UP&L  loads.  The  electrical  load  estimates  do  not  reflect 
the  EDAW  work  on  the  base  comprehensive  plan,  although  the  Flack  and  Kurtz  work, 
for  Martin-Marietta,  is  incorporated. 


The  inclusion  of  2300  backfill  shelters  for  1992  design  does  not  include  additional 
operations  and  maintenance  load  (0  &  M)  requirements.  The  AFRCE  said  the  0  &  M 
load  requirements  are  negligible. 

The  Task  Force  was  the  basis  of  the  summary  manpower  estimates  shown.  These  are 
people  directly  connected  with  the  system.  The  loads  are  for  a  Coyote  MOB  and 
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and  Milford  secondary  OB  (i.e.,  the  preferred  scenario  from  the  MX  DEIS).  The  peak 
loads  have  been  dampened. 

The  figures  do  not  include  cement  batch  plants.  There  will  be  six  plants,  and  each 
will  be  located  at  three  different  sites  (for  a  total  of  18  batch  plant  sites). 

The  Milford  OB  load  is  estimated  to  be  21  MW.  The  indirect  loads  have  not  been 
included  because  the  latest  Task  Force  manpower  estimates  were  for  direct  construc¬ 
tion.  Corps  of  Engineers  and  life  support  system  workers  only.  Henningson,  Durham 
and  Richardson  (HDR)  is  utilizing  the  Task  Force  estimates  of  direct  employment  to 
calculate  indirect  employment  estimates.  These  figures  should  be  available  at  the 
end  of  June. 

The  2  kW  per  capita  use  figure  was  questioned  (as  it  was  at  the  previous  Committee 
meeting).  The  validation  needs  to  be  unequivocal.  The  Air  Force  said  that  the 
figure  is  dependent  on  the  life  support  system  ultimately  chosen. 

The  loads  of  the  two  uncertificated  areas  are  combined. 

The  utilities  reiterated  that  at  the  previous  meeting  they  had  requested  that  stabi¬ 
lity  studies  be  included  in  the  Corps  of  Engineers'  long  lead  electrical  study 
scope  of  work  (see  handout  2);  these  studies  are  obviously  dependent  on  the  system 
being  proposed.  The  conditions  that  ought  to  be  studied  include  the  base  case,  and 
system  faults  and  their  location.  The  COE  said  they  are  at  the  end  of  their  nego¬ 
tiations  with  the  consultant  (Gilbert  Commonwealth) ;  as  mentioned  earlier,  they 
(like  the  Air  Force)  are  in  a  holding  pattern  with  regard  to  the  award  of  contracts. 

John  Arlidge  (the  utilities  representative)  then  raised  several  issues  about  the 
May  4,  1981  letter  (see  handout  3).  The  utilities  general  comments  are: 

1.  What  are  the  annual  loads  by  valley/cluster? 

2.  Where  are  the  loads? 

3.  What  are  the  voltages  and  their  location? 

4.  How  does  the  Air  Force  want  to  be  served? 

The  utilities  were  asked  to  provide  the  Air  Force  with  various  information.  In 
order  to  fully  comply  with  the  request,  the  utilities  must  obtain  the  loads  by  area, 
the  voltages  to  be  served  and  their  locations.  The  utilities  will  do  parallel 
studies  with  the  COE  and  their  consultant.  Further,  utilities  have  allied  them¬ 
selves  (letter  of  April  29,  1981)  and  have  agreed  on  the  title:  MX  Bi -State  Power 
Coordinating  Council. 

Specific  comments  are  as  follows: 

1.  Utilities  has  7.2  kV  lines  which  do  not  include  proposed  transmission 
lines. 

2.  There  are  three  in  the  area:  the  Intermountain  Power  Project,  Allen-Warner 
Valley,  and  the  Anaconda  Transmission  Line  in  northwestern  Nevada,  as  well 
as  various  environmental  assessments  which  should  be  obtained  from  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM). 

3.  This  Is  dependent  on  the  contract  negotiated  at  that  point  in  time.  The 
commitment  to  the  Air  Force  load  requirements  was  reiterated.  The  Air 
Force’s  problem  will  be  In  getting  the  route  approved,  and  not  getting  the 
cooperation  of  the  utilities.  The  general  utility  practice  Is  tenancy 
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in-common  or  single  ownership  with  entitlements.  Again,  the  utilities 
must  know  what  the  Air  Force  needs  and  where  (i.e.,  a  physical  map  of  the 
load  requirements  by  site  and  the  voltage  the  load  is  to  be  serviced  at). 

4.  This  varies  by  utility  and  is  subject  to  geographic  terrain.  It  is  depend¬ 
ent  on  the  general  geography  of  the  area.  The  utilities  can  give  the  Air 
Force  general  system  standards.  Utilities  will  make  the  design  standards 
available,  where  they  exist.  The  public  service/utilities  commissions 
require  submission  of  all  feasible  designs,  as  well  as  the  most  cost- 
effective,  and  the  recommended  design. 

At  this  point,  it  became  apparent  that  the  utilities  and  the  Air  Force  continue  to 
have  a  basic  philosophical  difference.  Outsider  designs  are  not  condoned  or  tolera¬ 
ted  by  the  utilities. 

5.  PURPA  findings  will  be  made  available  where  they  exist. 

6.  The  utilities  need  site-specific  information  in  order  to  answer  this  point. 
However,  all  existing  substations  are  fully  dedicated.  All  facilities 
already  there  are  being  used.  Microwave  communication  will  be  difficult 
due  to  saturation;  the  Air  Force  will  have  to  supply  frequencies  to  the 
utilities  (i.e.,  so  that  the  Air  Force  and  the  utilities  can  communicate 
with  each  other).  Obviously,  inter-utilities  communications  is  the 
responsibility  of  the  utilities. 

7.  The  utilities  indicated  that  the  pull -up-and-down  costs  for  temporary 
facilities  could  be  steep.  A  cost/benefit  analysis  for  temporary  utili¬ 
ties  transmission  system  versus  using  diesel  generators  should  be  conduc¬ 
ted.  A  question  was  raised  by  the  utilities  about  whether  the  land 
withdrawal  application  would  include  lands  for  utility  interconnections 
outside  the  system.  If  not,  it  was  suggested  that  this  should  be  included 
in  the  land  withdrawal  application  if  the  Air  Force  wants  the  power  in  a 
timely  manner. 

8.  Nevada  Power  Company 

9.  Two  to  ten  years.  The  adequacy  of  the  MX  DEIS  alternatives  was  questioned 
and  dismissed  by  the  Air  Force.  The  utilities  said  they  would  not  construct 
for  excess  capacity  or  backfill,  but  would  design  for  it  if  the  Air  Force 
foots  the  bill. 

10.  Utilities  will  provide  the  available  data  to  the  Air  Force. 

The  Air  Force  and  utilities  share  a  problem  of  lack  of  decisions  and  direction. 
Further,  the  Air  Force  has  a  problem  with  funding  at  the  present  time.  The  Air  Force 
wants  an  independent  contractor  to  verify  that  the  utilities  are  correct.  It  was 
recognized  that  a  joint  effort  between  the  Air  Force  and  the  utilities  with  early 
planning  and  cooperation  is  necessary,  particularly  to  devise  the  most  reliable, 
cost-effective  system  that  the  utilities  can  operate.  The  Air  Force  is  committed 
to  providing  as  much  data  as  possible  to  the  utilities  for  preliminary  planning. 
Funding  is  a  problem,  although  it  will  be  explored  for  the  future.  The  Air  Force 
is  concerned  about  parallel  planning  efforts  that  are  not  compatible  and  must  be 
resolved.  The  utilities'  approach  must  be  examined. 
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The  utilities  want  loads  (timing  and  location)  and  voltages.  The  AFRCE  said  that 
the  voltage  from  distribution  centers  to  the  clusters  is  24.9  kV,  and  is  a  single 
phase  14.4  kV  at  each  shelter,  which  is  an  odd  voltage  which  could  cause  equipment 
problems.  The  question  was  raised  about  the  voltages  needed  at  the  operating 
bases. 

The  Air  Force  said  the  construction  management  plan  deals  only  with  the  deployment 
of  the  weapon  system.  The  FY  83  Utah  construction  is:  Pine,  Wah  Wah,  Hamlin, 
Whirlwind  and  Sevier  Desert  Valleys;  FY  84  Utah  construction  is:  Snake  Valley; 
and  FY  85  Utah  construction  is:  Fish  Springs  Flat,  Dugway  and  Tule  Valleys.  The 
Air  Force  said  they  would  provide  copies  of  the  construction  sequence  maps. 

A  question  was  raised  about  the  construction  power  estimates.  The  Air  Force  said 
the  numbers  are  subject  to  change  because  of  the  many  variable  parameters. 

The  Air  Force  asked  about  the  availability  and  feasibility  of  the  utilities  supply¬ 
ing  temporary  power  for  construction  and  where  this  would  be  located.  The  three 
affected  utilities  have  looked  at  Coyote  Springs;  they  must  discuss  and  more  accu¬ 
rately  define  the  possibilities.  The  existing  power  line  from  Las  Vegas  to  Pioche 
has  a  capacity  of  20  MW  and  a  current  use  of  about  13  MW.  The  operating  base  site 
is  in  an  uncertificated  area.  It  would  take  about  two  years  to  supply  the  power, 
assuming  it  is  totally  from  Reid  Gardner  and  transmitted  over  138  kV  or  345  kV 
lines.  Nevada  Power  Company  said  it  thinks  it  can  service  the  FY  82-83  loads  (this 
is  probably,  not  surely).  Nevada  Power  Company  can  supply  the  total  operating  base 
power  loads  depending  on  when  this  is  needed. 

UP&L  said  it  thinks  it  can  supply  the  FY  84  power  load  at  Milford,  but  is  not  sure 
if  the  FY  85  power  will  be  available.  Also,  their  service  area  probably  only 
encompasses  the  north  Milford  site  within  the  vicinity  zone.  Also,  it  was  pointed 
out  that  the  MOB  actually  refers  to  the  base  proper,  an  airfield  and  attendant 
facilities,  a  designated  assembly  area,  an  operational  base  test  site  and  a  storage 
depot. 

Dixi e-Escalante  was  not  represented  to  answer  the  question  for  the  reoaining  Milford 
and  the  Beryl  sites. 

The  Air  Force  wants  the  utilities  to  provide  verification  of  the  availability/feasi¬ 
bility  of  supplying  temporary  power  to  the  MOB,  and  the  dollar  cost  to  the  Air  Force 
for  doing  so. 

The  utilities  said  the  Air  Force  would  pay  both  the  cost  of  constructing  facilities 
and  the  incremental  cost  of  providing  power,  since  the  published  rate  schedules 
are  not  applicable.  This  is  due  to  the  unique  nature  of  the  MX  "business"  and  the 
extensive  line  extensions. 

The  MX  Bi -State  Coordinating  Council  has  a  Memorandum  of  Agreement  (not  a  contract 
forming  a  single  entity)  which  cites  objectives  and  appoints  the  Nevada  Power  Com¬ 
pany  as  utility/Air  Force  liaison.  Participants  (or  members)  are  those  utilities 
directly  affected  by  MX  deployment;  they  have  voting  rights  and  sign-off  privileges. 
Indirectly-affected  utilities  can  initial  agreements  only  as  indirectly-impacted 
parties. 


PROPOSED  AGENDA 


LONG  LEAD  ELECTRICAL  STUDY  SUMMARY 

MX  ELECTRICAL  LOADS 

(1)  AP  REQUIREMENTS  AND  CRITERIA 

(2)  UTILITY  COMPANIES  REQUIREMENTS 


(3)  SCHEDULING 


GROUND  RULES  AND  ASSUMPTIONS 

O  DESIGN  TRANSMISSION  FOR  BACKFILL  {6900  SHELTERS) .  UTILIZATION 
BASED  ON  4600  SHELTERS. 

O  NO  ADDITIONAL  IN-MIGRATION  FOR  BACKFILL. 

O  ALL  OPERATIONAL  LOADS  ASSUMED  TO  BE  MINIMUM  P.F.  OF  0.8. 

O  SHELTER  LOAD  BASED  ON  CURRENT  ESTIMATES  PLUS  ALLOWANCES  FOR  PLU 
AND  OTHER  LOAD  GROWTH. 

O  TACTICAL  LOAD  DIVERSITY  ASSUMED  TO  BE  1.25. 

O  NONTACTICAL  LOAD  DIVERSITY  ASSUMED  TO  BE  1.5. 

O  COMMUNITY  POWER  SYSTEMS  IN  SW  UTAH  (ST.  GEORGE,  CEDAR  CITY  ETC.) 
COMBINED  WITH  UTAH  POWER  &  LIGHT. 

O  OB/DAA  ASSUMED  TO  BE  SERVED  BY  NEVADA  POWER  COMPANY . 

O  LOADS  FOR  NONTACTICAL  ARE  BASED  ON  2  KW  PER  CAPITA  AND  IS  ASSUMED 
TO  BE  DIVERSIFIED  NUMBER. 

O  BASE  SIZE  PER  SAC  INPUT  OF  11-14-30. 

o  DAA/OB/OBTS  LOADS  FROM  MMC  EPS  5-13-81. 

O  EIGHTY  PERCENT  MILITARY  OPERATIONS  (PERSONNEL  G  DEPENDENTS)  HOUSED 
ON  BASE. 

O  BASE  LOADS  INCLUDE  ELECTRIC  COOLING.  HEATING  ASSUMED  TO  BE  FUEL 
OIL/NATURAL  GAS. 


MX  TACTICAL  &  NONTACTICAL  TOTAL  ELECTRICAL  LOADS 


I 


(1)  MAXIMUM  UTILIZATION  TO  BE  MET  THRU  COMBINATION  OP  COMMERCIAL  SOURCES  AND  ON-SITE  GENERATION. 


(1)  PEAK  DEMANDS  NOT  ADDITIVE  DUE  TO  DIVERSITY,  ASSUMED  TO-BE  1.25. 


DEMANDS  NOT  ADDITIVE  DUE  TO  DIVERSITY,  ASSUMED  TO  BE  1.25 


o 

n 
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ELECTRICAL  LOADS  (MW) 
POWER  DISTRICT  SUMMARY 


OPERATIONS  (MW)  (POWER  DIST)  26  MAY  1981 


ELECTRIC  LOADS  (MW)  CONST/COE/ASCO  26  MAY  1981 


1. 


Preliminary  Summary  for  Long  Lead  Electrical. 


2.  General  Background.  The  overall  goal  of  this  project  is  to  provide  a 
plan  that  constitutes  the  framework  for  programming,  design  and  construction 
execution  in  support  of  the  total  electrical  power  transmission  system  for  the 
MX  missile  program  in  the  southwestern  region  of  the  United  States.  The  study 
shall  address  various  alternatives  and  schemes,  identify  long  lead  electrical 
equipment*  for  the  transmission  system  and  shall  include  studies  and  analysis  in 
order  to  recommend  an  optimum  transmission  system  for  the  Air  Force’s  selected 
basing  mode.  Early  on  submittals  shall  include  recommendations  for  providing 
power  to  those  facilities  in  support  of  Initial  Operating  Capability  (IOC)  and 
a  list  of  related  long  lead  procurement  items.  This  Statement  of  iiork  will 
define  the  work  and  services  to  be  performed,  contractual  options  (attachments) 
and  will  serve  as  a  basis  for  arriving  at  an  A-E  contract. 

3.  Work  and  Services.  The  work  and  services  to  be  performed  by  the  A-E  shall 
be  for  the  following  items  (No  on-site  field  work  will  be  required) : 

a.  Concept  Study. 

(1)  Preliminary  Concept  Study.  . 

(a)  A  preliminary  concept  study  shall  be  prepared  during  Phase  A 
in  sufficient  detail  to  .define -the  electrical  transmission  system  for  up  to  3- 
basing  alternatives  on  options  exercised  by  the  Government  as  defined  in 
paragraph  3b.  Three  transmission  schemes  shall  be  evaluated  and  ranked  in 
recommended  order  of  preference.  The  study  effort  shall  be  based  on  tasks 
3a (2)  A  thru  K  to  the  extent  necessary  to  support  realistic  comparisons.  The 
submittal  shall  include  but  not  be  limited  to  narrative  descriptions,  drawings, 
sketches,  calculations,  and  cost  estimates  as  described  in  paragraph  4  necessary 
to  support  a  decision  as  to  the  preferred  scheme.  The  cost  estimates  for  selec¬ 
tion  shall  include  .the  annual  cast  of  maintenance  converted  to  present  worth, 
capitalized,  and  combined  with  the  first  cost  for  each  of  the  3  schemes  to 
determine  the  most  economical  alternatives.  The  A-E  shall  consider  the  following 
3  schemes:  • 

i.  A  scheme  that  meets  only  the  minimum  MX  power  requirements 
*  .JL6W.  Air  Force  Criteria,  and  local.  State  and  Federal  codes. 

ii.  A  scheme  that  considers  joint  venture  with  local  utility 
companies  and  IAW  Air  Force  criteria  and  minimum  standard  utility,  company 
requirements. 

iii..  A  scheme  considering  separate. power  lines  form  local  utility 
systems  to  some  facilities  and  power  supplied  to  the  other  facilities  by 
joint  venture  lines  and  meeting  minimum  Air  Force  criteria. 


Each. scheme  shall  identify  means  of  providing  permanent  power,  and  temporary 
power  if  required,  tfirthose  facilities  in  support  of  Initial  Operating  Capability 
(IOC) .  Provide  recommended  routings,  voltage  levels,  and  type  of  construction 
(OH  vs  U.G.). 

(b)  Provide  a  preliminary  list  of  long  lead  procurement  items  (IOC) 

as  required  for  the  proposed  first  construction  phase.  The  list  shall  be  of 
sue--*  detail  as  to  permit  the  initiation  of  contract  negotiations  to  develop 
procurement  specifications.  Long  lead  items  are  considered  to  have  a  procure¬ 
ment  period  of  12  months  or  more.  • .  * 

(c)  A  budget  type  construction  cost  estimate  for  IOC  power,  shall 
be  provided  for  each  of  the  three  schemes  in  paragraph  3a  (1)  with  a  breakdown 
of  long  lead  items. 

(d)  AaE  to  coordinate  with  temporary  power  study  developed  under 
the  DAA  Hoads  &  Utilities  Contract. 

(e)  Power  loads,  locations  and  construction  time  lines  will  be 
furnished  the  A-E. 

(2)  The  final  concept  study  shall  be  based  on  the  selected  scheme 
for  up  to  three  (3)  basing  alternatives  and  shall  address  the  optimal  transmission 
system  and  related  corridors,  recommended  construction  phasing,  list  of  long 
lead  procurement  items  and  estimated  construction  costs,  and  shall  consist  of 
narrative  descriptions,  calculations,  drawings,  sketches  and  schematics-  The 
study  effort  shall  include,  but  not  be  limited  to,  the  following  task: 

A.  Optimal  Transmission  System 

i.  Provide  transmission  lines  and  corridors  on  topographic 
maps  showing  MX  loads.  Maps  of  loads  to  be  provided  by  the  COE.  location 
of  corridors  shall  be  based  on  a  literature  search. 

ii.  Provide  locations  of  substations,  switchyards,  and 
other  load  points  within  the  MX  System  and  at  utility  interfaces. 

iii.  Indicate  width  of  corridors. 

iv.  Mountainous  or  steep  hilly  areas  shall  be  designated 
as  such  and  separately  defined. 

v.  The  DTN  road  corridors  shall  be  considered  for  colocation  * 
of  the  transmission  system  corridors. 

B.  Environmental  Assessment.  Provide  an  environmental  assessment 
based  on  literature  search  and  without  field  work. 


i*  Consider  environmental  constraints  in  site  selections. 

ii*  Utilize  to  the  maximum  extent  applicable  sections  of  the  DEIS. 

iii.  List  Federal,  State,  and  local  permits  required  based 
on  the  MX  Legal  Compendium.  The  COE  will  provide  Legal  Compendium. 

C.  Protective  Relaying  System  * 

x.  Determine  the  preferred  coordination  scheme. 

ii.  Determine  the  optimum  type  of  relaying  system. 

D.  Supervisory  Control  and  Data  Requisition  System 
A.  Develop  a  list  of  functions  to  be  supervised  and  monitored 


or  controlled. 


units. 


ii.  indicate  the  operational  requirements  of  remote  terminal 


iii.  Indicate  the  desired  type  and  rate  of  communications  between 
remote  terminals  and  central  control  unit. 

iv.  Discuss  the  operational  requirements  of  complete  systems 
relative  to  security,  control,  and  maintenance. 

v.  Determine  the  feasibility  of  expanding  existing  utility 
company  SCADA  systems. 

E.  Metering  and  Communication  Requirements 

i.  Determine  the  optimum  metering  system  for  the  transmission 
system  based  'on  user  and  utility  company  requirements. 

ii.  Provide  recommendations  for  local  communication  systems 
within  the  power  -transmission  system. 


Engineers. 


iii.  Air  Force  requirements  shall  be  provided  by  the  Corps  of 


F.  Line  Transposition  Study.  Prepare  a  preliminary  line  transposition 
study  to  determine  whether  a  more  detailed  study  is  required.  A  final  study,  if 
required,  shall  be  completed  by  others  and  is  not  part  of  this  scope  of  work. 

6.  Load  Flow  Study 

i.  Identify  power  s  arce  locations,  types,  capacities,  .and 

quality. 


j 


I 


< 


- yr  - 

ii.  Tabulation  of  loads  at  each  load  point  based  on  Moscsqe 
demand,  peak  demand,  and  connected  loads. 

.  • 

iii.  Indicate  the  load  flow  on  transmission  lines  during  normal 

conditions. 

iv.  Indicate  the  load  flow  for  single  line  outages,  substations, 
switchyards,  and  at  all  other  load  points. 

v.  Provide  transmission  system  voltages. 

vi.  Display  all  results  in  tabular  form. 

H.  Availability /K ‘liability  -  Study 

i.  Calculate  empirical  availability/reliability  values 
based  on  actual  utility  company  outages. 

ii.  Calculate  availability/reliability  values  based  on  APM  88-15. 

iii-  Determine  the  effect  of  the  Supervisory  control  and  Data 
Acquisition  System  on  availability/reliability. 

I.  Fault  Analysis  Study 

i.  Obtain  from  the  utilities  the  single  phase  line-to-ground 
and  three  '  ise  fault  equivalence  for  the  MX/Utilities  system  interfaces. 

ii.  Determine  the  single  phase  line- to -ground  and  three  phase 
fault  equivalence  necessary,  to  determine  the  equipment  fault  ratings  at 
substations,  switchyards,  and  other  load  points. 

iii.  Provide  an  integrated  MX/Utility  power  system  fault  model. 


J.  '  Construction  Schedule 

’  i.  Develop  the  proposed  construction  phasing  of  the  recommended' 
MX  power  transmission  system  as  a  function  of  Air  Force  need  dates,  and  the  COE 
Construction  Management  Concept.  The  Construction  Management  Concept  will  be 
provided  by  the  COS  upon  completion  of  Phase  A. 

ii.  Indicate  procurement  phasing,  of  long  lead  electrical 
equipment  as  a  function  of  construction  phasing. 


iii.  Discuss  the  estimated  construction  period  for  each  proposed 
construction  phase  based  upon  the  materials  and  construction  methods.  Show 
phasing  on  a  bar  chart. 

^S/ks  ' 
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K.  Long’  ~Cead  Procurement  I tens 

i.  Provide  a  consolidated  list  of  all  equipment  with  an 
estimated  procurement  period  of  twelve  months  or  more.  This  list  shall  establish 
the  sequence  of  procurement  such  that  a  facility  is  completely  furnished  with 
equipment  as  a  function  of  construction  phasing.  Facilities  are  defined  as  ) 

substations,  switchyards,  etc. 

ii.  Long  lead  equipment  list  shall  identify  each  iten  as  to 
operational  ratings,  quantities,  lead  time  and  source  of  information. 

(3)  Miscellaneous  requirements  and  assumptions  to  prepare  the  study  ^ 

are  listed  in  paragraph  4. 

b.  Basing  Alternatives. 

(1)  200  missiles  in  Nevada/Utah  with  the  main  base  at  either  Coyote  I 

Springs,  Nevada  or  JBeryl/Kilf  ord ,  Utah. 

(2)  100  missiles  in  Texas/New  Mexico. 

(3)  Split  basing  alternatives  with  100  missiles  each  in  Nevada/Utah  and  Texas/ 

New  Mexico  and  the  main  operating  bases  at  Coyote  Springs,  Nevada  and  Clovis,  & 

New  Mexico. 


4.  Miscellaneous  Items 

a.  Format.  All  submittals  shall  consist  of  a  narrative  description;  ^ 

supplemented  by  sketches,  schematics,  and  drawings;  calculations;  and  construction 
estimates,  sectionalized  by  subject  matter  into  ten  (10)  volumes  as  defined  in 
the  "Deliverables  Schedule". 

•  • 

(1)  Standard  sheet  size  shall  be  8  1/2"  x  11".  Foldouts  shall  be  sized 

as  necessary  to  cover  material  but  not  larger  than  22"  x.  22  1/2".  Foldout  sheets-  I 

shall  be  folded  so  that  publication  number  and  page  number  show.  The  outside 
edge  of  the  sheet  after  folding  shall  be ' 8  1/2"  from  the  binding  edge  of  the 
sheet.  Foldouts  need  not  be  provided  for  preliminary  and  interim  submittals. 

(2)  Reproduction  area  shall  be  approximately  6  1/2"  x  9"  allowing 

1  1/2"  for  binding  margin,  1/2"  for  other  side  margin  and  1"  top  and  bottom.  '  • 

(3)  Pages  shall  be  numbered. 

(4)  All  pages  shall  be  printed  head  to  head. 

(5)  Pages  may  be  printed  both  sides  except  that  foldout/foldup  pages  * 

shall  be  printed  one  side  and  shall  be  right  hand  pages. 
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(6)  .Each  volume  shall  be  sectionalized  as  follows: 

Title  Page 

Table  of  Contents 

List  of  Major  Illustrations  .  . 

Introduction 
Main  Text 
Glossary/Appendix 

(7)  Provide  for  an  Executive  Summary. 

(8)  Copies  shall  be  bound  in  heavy  duty  binders. 

(9)  A  complete  list  of  all  vomumes  shall  be  referenced  in  each  volume. 

(10)  The  Sacramento  District  project  manager  shallbe  consulted  prior 
to  any  changes  in  format. 

b.  The  narrative  description  shall  not  only  limit  itself  to  the  various 
schemes,  studies  and  other  related  tasks  but  shall  also  address  seismic 
considerations,  climatic  considerations,  listing  of  established  criteria  and 
recommendations  for  waivers  to  established  Air  Force  criteria  in  order  to 
implement  the  recommended  transmission  system,  a  list  of  agencies  contacted 
(name  of  individual,  address,  telephone  number) . 

c.  Drawings,  sketches  and  diagrams  shall  only  be  provided  to  supplement 
the  narrative  description. 

(1)  The  optimal  transmission  system  and  proposed  corridors  may  be 
shown  on  multiple  drawings,  provided  the  scale  is  sufficient  to  allow  proper 
resolution.  Maximum  use  shall  be  made  of  the  topographic  maps  developed  by 
the  US  Geological  Survey. 

(2)  Sketches  and  diagrams  shall  be  one-line. 

•  • 

d.  Calculations  shall  be  limited  and  be  only  of  such  detail  to  assist  in 
the  decision  making  process  for  the  recommended  transmission  scheme. 

(1)  The  use  of  automatic  data  processing  systems  are  encouraged  whenever 
this  will  result  in  cost  reduction  and/or  improved  results.  Provide  input/output 
listings  as  an  integral  part  of  the  study. 

(2)  Two  sets  of  the  computer  printout  shall  be  provided  to  the  Sacramento 
District. 

(3)  Data  card  decks  or  tapes  used  for  final  computations  shall  be 
retained  by  the  A-E  for  the  life  of  the  design  program. 
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,e.  The  procurement  cost  estimate  shall  be  a  budget  type  commensurate  with 
the  stage  of  the  study.*  The  estimate  shall  be  based  on  current  prices  and  the 
grand  totals  escalated  to  the  midpoint  of  procurement  for  each  of  the  proposed 
construction  phases. 

• 

(1)  The  estimate  shall  identify  equipment  for  substations,  switchyards, 
and  other  long  lead  items. 

(2)  Provide  for  a  cost  summary  sheet  for  each  phase  of  construction 

and  for  the  total  project.  * 

.(3)  A-E  to  utilize  Sacramento  District's  Cost  Estimating  Manual  as 
to  format. 

(4)  Availability  equipment,  and  anticipated  market  conditions  will  be 
considered  in  developing  the  estimate. 

f.  The  construction  cost  estimate  shall  be  a  budgettype  commensurate  with 
the  stage  of  the  study.  The  estimate  shall  be  based  on  current  prices  and 

the  grand  totals  escalated  to  the  midpoint  of  construction  for  each  of  the  proposed 
construction  and  procurement  phases. 

(1)  The  estimate  shall  identify  substations,  switchyards,  transmission 
line  support  structures,  protective  relaying  system,  supervisory  control  and 
data  acquisition  system,  metering  and  communications  systems,  and  other  main 
cost  items. 

(2)  .  Provide  for  a  cost  summary  sheet  for  each  phase  of  construction  and 
for  the  total  project. 

(3)  A-E  to  utilize  Sacramento  District's  Cost  Estimating  Manual  as 
to  format. 

-  .  (4)  Availability  of  labor,  materials,  local  labor  rates,  construction 

practice,  and  anticipated  construction  market  conditions  will  be  considered  in 
developing  the  estimate. 

g.  Systems  and  equipment  selection:  Provide  the  annual  cost  of  maintenance 
converted  to  present  worth,  capitalized  and  combined  with  the  first  cost  to 
determine  the  most  economical  alternative, 

h.  No  topographic  surveys  will  be  required  to  be  performed  by  the  A-E. 

Maximum  use  shall  be  made  of  existing  USGS  maps. 

i.  Review  comments  made  during  the  concept  study  shall  be  completely 
annotated  as  to  action  taken  by  the  A-E  and  returned  to  the  Sacramento  District 
with  the  submittal.  The  A-E's  transmittal  letter  shall  include  a  list  of 
rebutted  comments  with  a  clear  statement  outlining  the  A-E's  position. 


j.  Two  progress  review  meetings  will  be  held  in  the  A-E's  office.  The 
A-E  will  discuss  the  status  of  the  study  and  the  results  obtained  of  the  various 
studies.  Thirty-five  (35)  calendar  days  prior  to  each  meeting,  the  A-E  will 
distribute  for  review  a  summarized  package  i.a.w.  the  list  of  deliverables. 

5.  Deliverables  and  Period  of  Services.  The  items  of  work  shall  be  completed 
and  ready  for  submittal  as  shown  in  Attachment  2.  Refer  to  Section  3a (2)  of  this 
scope  for  a  minimum  description  of  each  item  of  work. 

6.  Period  of  Service  . 

a.  *  Total  study:  270  calendar  days  after  notice  to  proceed.  This  includes 
review  times  by  the  Government  of  35  calendar  days  before  each  progress  review 
meeting,  but  does  not  include  the  final  review  period  of  the  period  for 
correction  of  finale. 

b.  Preliminary  Concept  Study  Incl  IOC  Power:  120  calendar  days  after  notice 
to  proceed. 

c.  Preliminary  list  of  long  lead  procurement  item  (IOC) :  90  calendar  days 

after  notice  to  proceed. 
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Attachment  82 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE 

xeeioNAL  civil  cnqincer  •  mx  (aeesc) 
NORTON  AIR  PORCC  BASE.  CA  93409 


7  1931 


DEES-  4  May  1981 

MticcT:  Technical  Data  Requirements 


-10:  Nevada  Power  Company 
ATTN:  Hr.  John  Arlidge 
Manager  Special  Projects 
P.  0.  Box  230 
Las  Vegas  NV  89151 

1.  We  are  transmitting  through  you  to  the  Nevada/Utah  Electric  Power  Utility 
Group,  a  ''Want"  List  of  technical  data  needed  by  the  COE  for  their  A-E  who 

is  developing  the  conceptual  study  of  the  H-X  Project,  Electrical  Transmission 
System. 

2.  Request  above  data  be  provided  to  AFRCE-MX/DEES  by  13  May  1981. 

3.  If  it  will  be  necessary  to  incur  costs  in  obtaining  and  supplying  the 
technical  data  we  request,  please  so  advise  and  await  our  authorization. 

ROBERT  L.  WONG  ®  1  Atch 

Deputy  Director,  Engineering  Division  "Want”  List 


I 
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ft 
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ft 
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Cy  to:  HQ  USAF/RD-H  (MXLO/Maj  Huff) 

HQ  USAF/RD-M  (MXLO/Maj  McMains)) 


MX  MISSILE  PROJECT 


I 


"Want 


"  List  of  Technical  Data  Needed 
-From  Electric  Utilities 


I 


1.  Geographical  and  single  line  diagrams  of  electric  facilities  within  the 
area*  down  to  and  Including  2.4  kV.  This  .should  include  both  present 
and  future  facilities  within  the  following,  counties: 


STATE/ CO UNIT 

ALTERNATIVE 

PA,  1-6 

7 

8 

•  Nevada 

I  Esmeralda 

138 

1  .  reka 

323 

— 

_ 

-ander 

84 

— 

_ 

Lincoln 

953 

— 

920 

Nye 

1.324 

— 

629 

White  Pine 

437 

— 

36 

Subtotal 

3.259 

— 

1,585 

-  Utah 

Beaver 

■1 

■ 

188 

Juab 

17 

Millard 

510 

Tooele 

84 

I 

Subtotal 

1,341 

— 

715 

Region  Total 

4,600 

— 

2,300 

• 

- .  - _ 

2.  Any  public  documents  involving  environmental  considerations 

for  transmission  or  distribution  facilities  on  recently . installed  or 
proposed  facilities. 

.  3.  .Existing  philosophy  on  allocation  of  losses  and  operation  and  maintenance  in 
•  the  case  of  joint  use  of  facilities  by  two  or  more  utilities.  I 


4.  Equipment  or  transmission  line  requirements  as  defined  by  utility  construction 
standards  or  customer  connection  standards. 


5.  Company  safety  practices  on  customer  connections  involving  customer  connected 

generation.  9 

6.  At  the  potential  source  connection  points: 

a.  Equivalent  impedances,  both  positive  and  zero  sequence  impedances. 

b.  Voltage  regulation  and  any  limitations  on  "in"  or  "out"  -'ar  flow. 

c.  Restrictions  such  as  geographical  on  the  addition  of  connections  to 
present  source  points  (substations). 

d.  Billing  metering  and  telemetering  facilities  Including  types,  location,  I 
need  for  backup  and  preferred  methods  of  totalization. 


e.  Types  of  supervisory  control  and  potential  for  adding  points  along 
with  associated  communications. 

f.  Types  of  protective-  relaying  and  assoicated  communica tines. 

g.  Need  for  voice  communications  between  the  utility  and  MX  facilities. 

7.  Identify  specific  requirements  that  utilities  may  have  for  design  and 
..construction  of  temporary  distribution  and  transmission  facilities  for  Coyote 
Sprites,  NV;  Beryl,  IIT;  and  Milford,  UT.  State  requirements  for  upgrading 
existing  lines  to  accommodate  M0B/DAA/03TS  loads  and  DDA  loads  in  Dry  take 
Valley,  Wah  Wah  Valley,  Pine  Valley,  Delmar  Valley,  Pahroc  Valley,  Snake 
Valley,  Tule  Valley,  and  Whirlwind  Valley. 

8.  Submit  names,  addresses,  and  phone  numbers  for  the  following  utility 
company  personnel:  * 

a.  Coordinator/Project  Engineer.  .  . 

b.  Technical  Representatives* 

9.  Indicate  in  general  .the  steps  necessary  to  proceed  to  design  and 
construction  of  future  systems,  including  the  feasibility  of  obtaining 
necessary  approvals.  Show  realistic  time-frames  for  accomplishing  the 
above  (EIS,  utility  coordination,  etc.). 

10.  Provide  a  summary  of  critical- transmission  and  distribution  systems 
design  and  construction  standards  and  requirements,  including  the  following: 

a.  Environmental  constraints  on  construction, 

b.  Design  standards  for  pole  foundations,  pole  types,  substation/ 
switchyards,  etc. 
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UTAH  MX  COORDINATION  OFFICE 

448  EAST  400  SOUTH.  SUITE  103 
SALT  LAKE  CITY,  UTAH  84111 

Phone  (80H  354-S547 


SCOTT  M.  MATHESON 

GOVERNOR 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: 

Ken  Olson,  John  Roach  and  Bob  McMains 

A 

FROM: 

Ann  Keegan 

DATE: 

June  19,  1981 

SUBJECT: 

Cultural  Resources  Meeting 

KENNETH  C.  OLSON 

PROJECT  MANAGER 


ft 


ft 


ft 


On  June  10  and  11,  1981,  a  cultural  resources  meeting  was  held  at  the  Corps 
of  Engineer's  MX  Program  Analysis  (CEMXPA)  office  in  San  Francisco,  California.  I 

The  agenda,  attendance  list  and  handouts  are  attached.  The  discussion  is  sum¬ 
marized  below. 

Howard  Watts  (AFRCE-MX/DEVN) ,  began  the  meeting  with  introductions.  He  indicated 
that  he  would  like  this  group  to  become  a  cultural  resources  management  team. 

One  representative  from  each  affected  organization  (the  Air  Force  Regional  Civil  ft 

Engineer's  Office  for  MX  (AFRCE-MX),  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM),  the 
State  Historic  Preservation  Officers  (SHPOs)  and  the  contractors)  would  meet 
regularly  to  see  that  the  Programmatic  Memorandum  of  Agreement  (PMOA  -  see 
Attachment  A)  is  properly  implemented. 

Next,  representatives  of  the  Human  Environmental  Resources  Corporation  (HER  ft 

Corp)  discussed  Attachment  B,  which  is  a  series  of  relevant  organizational  charts 
prepared  for  the  cultural  resources  participants.  Their  review  is  necessary 
to  gain  a  perspective  on  the  MX  cultural  resources  program  participants,  organ¬ 
izational  hierarchy  and  interface/contact  points. 

Figure  1,  Part  1:  CURRENT  PROJECT  PARTICIPANTS  IN  MX  ENVIRONMENTAL  ANALYSIS  1 

AND  PROJECT  PLANNING 

The  AFRCE-MX  is  responsible  for  the  design  and  environmental  analysis  of  the  MX 
weapon  system.  Fourteen  different  contractors  are  involved  in  cultural  resources 
analysis  and  planning.  HER  Corp  is  responsible  for  assisting  the  AFRCE-MX  in  * 

cultural  resources  program  management.  Their  first  deliverable,  which  is  due 
next  week,  will  outline  the  planned  studies  of  all  MX-related  contractors  until 
the  end  of  the  current  fiscal  year  (September  of  1981). 


ft 


Memorandum:  Cultural  Resources  Meeting 
Page  2 

June  19,  1981 


Fiqure  1,  Part  2:  CURRENT  PROJECT  PARTICIPANTS  IN  MX  ENVIRONMENTAL  ANALYSIS 

project  PLANNING 

The  federal  agencies  cooperating  with  the  Air  Force  on  the  MX  project  are  out¬ 
lined.  The  inclusion  of  theForest  Service  was  discussed,  since  they  have  not 
(to  date)  been  actively  involved  in  coordination  of  any  kind  with  the  Air  Force 
on  MX.  A  meeting  will  be  scheduled  in  the  near  future  with  the  Regional  For¬ 
ester  to  actively  seek  the  agency’s  involvement.  It  will  probably  be  held  in 
Utah. 


Fiqure  1,  Chart  3:  CURRENT  PROJECT  PARTICIPANTS  IN  MX  ENVIRONMENTAL  ANALYSIS 

AND  PROJECT  "PLANNING  ~ 

The  functions  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  (COE),  CEMXPA  and  the  various  districts/ 
research  elements  involved  in  environmental  studies,  engineering  and  planning  are 
listed.  The  COE's  involvement  at  this  time  is  only  with  the  Tier  IIA  environment¬ 
al  assessments  (EAs). 


At  this  point,  there  was  a  digression  on  tiering.  The  Air  Force  is  not  certain 
about  the  level  of  detail  and  sequencing  of  the  Tier  II  EAs.  The  land  withdrawal 
application  will  be  a  component  of  Tier  II.  Tier  III  EAs  will  deal  with  the 
pre-construction  environmental  requirements.  The  Tier  II  analyses  will  be  eq¬ 
uivalent  to  class  2  studies,  and  the  Tier  III  analyses  will  be  equivalent  to  class 
3  studies.  Currently,  environmental  studies  (including  cultural  resources)  are 
being  undertaken  by  Henningson,  Durham  and  Richardson  (HDR)  and  EDAW  at  the  four 
candidate  main  operating  base  (MOB)  locations;  the  results  will  form  the  basis  of 
the  first  increment  of  the  Tier  IIA  EA.  However,  there  is  a  serious  timing  prob¬ 
lem  in  bridging  the  Tier  I  environmental  impact  statement,  the  Tier  II  EA,  and 
the  Tier  III  EAs. 


Fiqure  2:  ORGANIZATIONAL  CHART  OF  AFRCE-MX/DEVC 


The  structure  of  the  Environmental  Planning  Divsion  (one  of  several  in  the 
AFRCE-MX)  is  the  most  relevant  to  cultural  resources  participants.  The  four 
branches  and  their  functions  and  responsibilities  were  discussed  briefly. 

Figure  3:  CEMXPA  ORGANIZATIONAL  CHART 


The  COE  representatives  indicated  that  this  chart  is  incorrect.  They  discussed 
the  actual  COE  hierarchy.  CEMXPA  is  a  recently  established  organizational  ele¬ 
ment  dealing  only  with  MX;  it  is  seeking  divisional  status.  The  districts/ 
research  elements  are  in  a  cooperating  status  with  CEMXPA  but  are  not  respon¬ 
sible  to  it  (e.g.,  the  Los  Angeles  District  is  responsible  to  the  South 
Pacific  Division).  CEMXPA  is  the  equivalent  of  a  division,  but  without  any 
support  elements.  The  usual  chain  of  responsibility  is  district  to  division 
to  the  Chief  Engineer.  In  this  unusual  circumstance,  the  districts/research 
elements  coordinate  their  activities  with  their  division,  but  also  deal  directly 
with  CEMXPA.  CEMXPA  works  directly  with  the  AFRCE-MX. 

MX  design  activities  will  be  concurrent  with  construction;  this  will  require 
close  cooperation  and  monitoring  of  all  impacted  resources,  especially  cultural 
resources.  It  is  estimated  that  during  the  peak  construction  years,  ten  miles 
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of  road  will  be  built  per  day.  Continuous  monitoring  of  archaeological  resources 
will  be  necessary.  The  Tulsa  District  will  have  16  separate  contractors  next 
fiscal  year  simply  to  design  MX  roads  at  a  Clovis,  flew  Mexico  MOB. 

An  updated  status  of  the  MX  project  then  was  discussed.  Currently,  the  AFRCE-MX 
CEMXPA  and  their  contractors  are  all  proceeding  as  if  the  Carter  basing  mode  made 
will  be  confirmed.  The  basing  mode  decision  process  (Townes  Panel /Secretary  of 
Defense/  Presidential)  was  reviewed,  as  well  as  the  Congressional  requirements 
to  be  met.  The  President  will  submit  the  basing  mode  decision  to  the  Congress; 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  will  provide  the  justification,  including  a  comparison 
of  alternative  basing  modes.  The  Appropriations  committee  will  review  the  bas¬ 
ing  mode  decision  and  come  to  a  conclusion.  If  required,  the  land  withdrawal 
will  be  enacted. 

Howard  Watts  then  asked  all  of  the  participants  to  introduce  themselves  again, 
and  discuss  their  cultural  resources  responsibilities  and  their  current  and 
future  field  work  and  studies.  This  would  give  everyone  a  perspective  on  who 
is  doing  what  where. 

Sandra  Schultz  (CEMXPA)  began  by  reiterating  the  role  of  CEMXPA  in  relation  to 
the  COE  districts/research  elements  and  the  AFRCE-MX.  The  COE  will  act  as  the 
MX  construction  for  the  Air  Force.  The  communication-responsibility  channel  is: 
COE  district  research  elements  to  their  division  to  the  CEMXPA  to  the  AFRCE-MX 
to  the  Air  Force  contractors.  There  was  discussion  on  the  inefficiencies  of 
this  network;  however,  due  to  the  formalized  management  controls  imposed  by  the 
CEMXPA  and  the  AFRCE-MX,  greater  flexibility  (especially  with  respect  to  commun¬ 
ication)  seems  unlikely. 

Helen  Wells  (Los  Angeles  District  COE)  said  her  district  is  responsible  for  the 
MX  design  and  construction  activities  at  the  Coyote  Springs,  Nevada  MGS  location 
At  this  point,  Catherine  Slusser  (EDAW)  asked  for  clarification  of  the  COE  re¬ 
sponsibilities. 

EDAW  is  doing  the  base  comphrensive  plan  for  the  MOB.  They  are  currently  look¬ 
ing  at  all  four  sites;  they  are  reviewing  the  literature  and  environmental  re¬ 
source  field  data  for  these  sites.  The  life  support  system  (construction  camp) 
v/ ill  be  within  the  metes  and  bounds  of  the:  10,000  acre  site  where  EDAW  is  to 
conduct  field  activities. 

•  It  became  apparent  that  there  is  confusion  between  the  COE  and  EDAW  about  their 
respective  responsibilities.  Their  responsibilities  appear  to  overlap,  espec¬ 
ially  with  regard  to  design  and  selection  of  facility  sites. 

There  was  then  a  digression  on  the  question  of  overlapping  responsibilities.  It 
is  the  understanding  of  the  Tulsa  District  that  it  would  only  design  and  site  the 
MOB  roads.  The  Tier  I I A  EA  (selection  of  an  MOB  site)  will  incorporate  data 
gathered  by  EDAW  and  HDR.  HDR  is  responsible  for  the  development  of  the  Tier  IIA 
EA.  Further,  the  COE  has  been  told  by  the  AFRCE-MX  not  to  contact  any  Air  Force 
contractors. 

John  Fagan,  (Portland  District  COE)  said  that  it  was  his  understanding  that  the 
Portland  District  was  to  use  the  results  of  EDAW's  20  percent  cultural  resources 
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sample  survey  and  conduct  the  intensive  class  3  cultural  resources  survey  at  the 

selected  10,000  acre  site  (Milford  MOB  location).  The  COE  would  make  the  final 

site  selection  and  complete  the  detailed  engineering  designs  for  each  facility.  I 

Catherine  Slusser  said  the  EDAW  ECP  contract  specifies  that  EDAW  conduct  pre¬ 
liminary  sitng  and  design  activities  at  each  of  the  four  MOB  locations.  After 
the  Air  Force  selects  one  MOB  location,  EDAW  will  concentrate  on  this  location. 

Their  primary  responsibilities  are  for  site  selection  and  detailed  design  of 
facilities,  utilities  and  roads.  Archaeology  is  represented  on  their  environ-  I 

mental  assessment  team.  At  four  ten-thousand  acre  site  (metes  and  bounds)  within 
each  vicinity  zone  is  where  the  20  percent  cultural  resources  sample  survey  woul 
be  done  (according  to  contract).  However,  bee  se  the  Air  Force  has  not  approved 
EDAW's  recommended  sites,  EDAW  began  the  surveys  in  the  recommended  sites,  at  some 
site  enlarging  the  area  to  be  surveyed.  (The  survey  area  at  the  Milford  site  is 
approximately  40,000  acres  while  the  survey  area  at  the  Beryl  site  is  about  23,000  > 

acres).  EDAW's  preliminary  Tier  IIA  EA  data  area  due  this  month  and  the  final  data 
are  due  in  August;  however,  these  submittal  dates  are  contingent  on  the  Air  Force's 
approval  of  the  sites  currently  being  surveyed. 

HDR  indicate  that  the  draft  Tier  IIA  EA  is  scheduled  to  be  submitted  to  the  Air 
Force  in  August,  with  the  final  EA  due  in  October.  However,  both  the  COE  and  HDR  * 

conjectured  these  dates  will  slip.  The  COE  will  prepare  EAs  on  their  1200-acre 
tract  and  transportation-communication-utilities  corridors  this  fiscal  year  with¬ 
in  the  EDAW  MOB  sites. 

Jan  Tilloston  (ERTEC  NW)  discussed  the  environmental  clearances  (cultural  and 
biological)  conducted  at  specific  MX  weapon  system  facility  sites  (shelters, 
cluster  maintenance  facilities  and  remote  surveillance  sites)  in  the  Initial 
Operating  Capability  (IOC)  valleys  (Dry  Lake  Valley,  Nevada  and  Pine  and  Wah  Wah 
Valleys,  Utah).  HDR  asked  whether  both  direct  and  indirect  impacts  were  examined; 

EDREC  NW  replied  both  were,  but  the  extent  of  indirect  impact  assessment  was 

limited  to  the  valleys.  There  was  some  question  as  to  whether  this  would  con-  9 

stitute  an  adequate  assessment  of  indirect  impacts.  An  extended  discussion  about 

the  HDR  and  ERTEC  NW  responsibilities  and  Tier  II  requriemments. 

The  cultural  resources  inventories  for  the  IOC  valleys  and  at  the  MOB  sites  will 
serve  as  the  primary  data  base  for  addditiona!  intensive,  site-specific  studies. 

The  COE  said  that  the  ultimate  responsibility  for  cultural  resources  management  9 

was  theirs. 

Gary  Coombs  (HER  Corp)  said  that  they  have  tasked  with  devising  an  implementation 
plan  for  the  PM0A.  They  have  two  main  deliverables;  the  first  will  deal  with 
the  laws  pertaining  to  the  cultual  resources, and  the  second  will  outline  a  cul¬ 
tural  resources  study  plan  (archaeology,  history,  and  prehistory  (Indian)  to  ful-  • 

fill  the  intent  of  the  PM0A.  HER  Corp  is  attempting  to  integrate  the  various 
goals  of  different  contractors  by  coordinating  their  activities  (especial ly  :the 
scopes  of  work)  with  the  regulatory  agencies  specified  in  the  PM0A  (the  BLM  and 
the  SHPOs).  The  cultural  resources  managment  plan  being  developed  will  insure 
that  satisfactory  consultation  (as  oulined  in  the  PM0A)  does  occur.  HER  Corp 
will  also  provide  technical  assistance  to  the  AFRCE-MX,  such  as  reviewing  documents.  • 

They  will  help  the  AFRCE-MX  implement  a  centralized  muster  environmental  resources 
data  bank,  propse  standardized  cultural  resources  reporting  procedures  to  be  used 
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by  all  contractors,  and  provide  liaison  to  the  academic  and  professional  com¬ 
munities.  Their  goal  is  to  formulate  a  sequential,  integrated  series  of  programs 
to  be  implemented  in  a  standard  form. 

Ralph  Mitchell  (CERL)  indicated  that  CERL  was  responsible  for  the  design  of  the  life 
support  system{or  construction  camp)  at  the  Beryl  M03  location.  He  asked  for 
guidance  on  the  proposed  archaeological  work  to  be  done  by  contract.  CERL  was 
told  that  it  must  have  the  BLM/SHPOs  approval  of  any  scope  of  work,  in  order  to 
satisfy  the  PMOA's  consultuation  requirements.  The  cumbersome  process  that  CERL 
must  follow  is:  CERL  to  the  CEMXPA  to  the  AFRCE-MX  to  the  BLM/SHPOs  and  reverse. 

Betsy  Holbrook  (HDR)  said  that  they  will  soon  be  initiating  Native  American  cultural 
and  socioeconomic  studies.  Teams  will  be  sent  into  the  field  to  interivew  the  . 
Southern  Paiutes.  HDR  is  concerned  that  this  work  is  scheduled  for  completion  by 
July  15,  and  although  its  extension  seems  necessary,  it  may  not  be  extended  be¬ 
cause  of  the  Tier  IIA  EA  deadlines.  HDE  is  currently  developing  the  scope  of 
work;  it  will  be  coordinated  with  the  BLM  and  the  SHPOs. 

Michael  Macko  (HDR)  said  HDR  is  examining  the  direct  and  indirect  cultural 
resources  impacts  (architectural,  archaeological,  historical  and  prehistorical) 
of  locating  an  MOB  at  each  of  the  four  locations  under  consideration.  HDR  said 
that  since  they  are  under  contract  to  the  Ballistic  Missile  Office  (BMO),  that  it 
is  an  Air  Force  responsibility  to  coordinate  the  PMOA,  not  theirs.  There  was  an 
extended  discussion  on  this  point.  Further,  HDR  said  that  many  study  parameters 
(e.g.,  sample  size,  area  of  influence.,  sample  design,  etc.)  should  be  clarified 
for  each  contractor. 

Holly  Dunbar  (IAS)  discussed  the  function  of  the  Interagency  Archaeological 
Services.  The  agency's  primary  involvement  with  the  MX  project  will  be  the 
emergency  discovery  of  archaeological  sites.  Whenever  this  occurs,  construction 
activity  is  halted  and  the  appropriate  federal  ageocy(probably  the  COE  in  this 
case)  contacts  the  IAS  archaeologist  in  Washington,  D.  D.;  a  staff  archaeologist 
is  dispatched  to  the  site  within  48  hours  and  consults  with  the  other  archaeologists 
(e.g.,  COE,  BLM,  SHPO.  contactor)  to  agree  on  the  acceptable  salvage  to  be  done. 

Laverne  Herrington  (Texas  SHPO)  and  Hugh  Ball  (New  Mexico  SHPO)  both  said  that 
they  were  not  involved  actively  with  MX  as  yet.  They  both  indicated  that  they  are 
in  a  holding  pattern  until  the  basing  mode  decision  is  made. 

Rich  Haynes  (Nevada  BLM)  said  that  he  is  concerned  with  the  resiting  criteria. 

It  is  impractical  to  avoid  impacting  cultural  resources.  The  BLM  would  like  to 
see  the  National  Register  significance  evaluation  and  the  determination  of  the 
MX  project’s  effect  on  a  site  be  done  by  the  same  individual  who  does  the  field 
work.  This  is  curently  not  a  common  cotractor  paractice  (e.g.,  HDR  contracts  for 
the  data  collection  but  analyzes  the  data  in-house,  while  ERTEC  has  the  same 
individuals  evaluate  the  data  as  collected  by  them).  The  BLM  is  concerned  with 
preserving  the  integrity  of  cultural  resources  analyses  to  insure  continuity. 

It  was  further  stressed  that  this  evaluation  and  determination  of  the  MX  pro¬ 
ject’s  effect  process  needs  to  be  done  in  consultation  with  the  BLM  and  the 
SHPOs.  Furnishing  inventories  is  not  acceptable  to  the  BLM.  It  is  bis  under¬ 
standing  that  Tier  II  is  conceded  with  the  MOB  sites  and  Tier  III  with  the  IOC 
valleys.  He  has  attempted  to  alert  the  Air  Force  to  potential  problems  with 
tiering  and  the  PMOA.  Also,  the  BLM  is  still  waiting  for  HDR  to  transmit  their 
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final  report  from  last  year  —  this  situation  is  jeopardizing  the  Nevada  State 
Museum's  BIM  antiquities  permit.  It  was  mentioned  that  the  MOB  will  have  30,000 
people. 

Wilson  Martin  (Utah  SHPO)  then  explained  the  role  of  the  SHPO  in  the  PMOA;  the 
role  is  one  of  liaison  and  assisting  the  Air  Force  in  determining  the  least  risk 
path.  Helpful  services  can  be  provided.  Several  pertinent  sections  of  the  PMOA 
were  reviewed.  He  is  concerned  about  the  discussion  of  cultural  resources  managemnt 
with  no  committemnt  to  act  appropriately. 


Catherine  Slusser  gave  a  brief  description  of  EDAW's  archaeological  surveys  at  the 
four  MOB  sites  (within  the  vicinity  zones).  EDAW  began  their  20  percent  sample 
surveys  within  the  preferred  sites,  but  since  the  Air  Force  has  not  concurred 
with  these  to  date  EDAW  has  expanded  the  area  to  be  surveyed  at  the  Beryl  and 
Milford  locations,  becuase  of  Air  Force  uncertainties  about  the  reconwended  sites. 
EDAW  hired  a  team  of  three  sub-contractors  (Nevada  State  Museum,  University  of  Utah, 
Eastern  New  Mexico  University,  as  well  as  the  consultant  from  Tennessee  --  Robert 
Newman)  to  insure  comparability  of  work  and  development  of  an  applicable  program. 

The  Work  began  in  May  at  all  four  recommended  sites,  and  is  still  in  progress  at 
the  Milford  location.  Howard  Watts  referred  to  large,  color  MOB  vicinity  zone 
LANDS  TAT  maps  at  AFRCE-MX,  but  EDAW  has  not  seen  them.  Twenty-five  meter  transect 
were  walked  at  each  of  the  sites/extended  areas;  shovel  testing  was  done,  but 
no  machine  testing.  The  results  for  each  site  were  briefly  discussserf.  Only 
the  Utah  areas  are  discussed  below. 

Beryl 

Thirty-two  sites  were  found  at  the  Beryl  expanded  area,  concentrated  around  the 
foothills  and  the  mouths  of  springs.  EDAW  is  looking  at  other  potential  ten- 
thousand  acre  sites  in  the  southwest  sector  of  th  vicinity  zone  for  environmental 
and  cultural  reasons  (i.e.,  to  lessen  the  impacts  on  the  foothills).  Six  to  eight 
of  the  sites  found  were  significant  and  they  were  all  isolated  sites.  A  20,000 
acre  area  w as  surveyed,  containing  three  overlapping  alternative  sites;  to  date 
EDAW  has  no  clear  indication  of  prefernece  from  the  Air  Force. 

Milford 

The  southern  Milford  site  has  already  been  surveyed  and  currently  the  central 
Milford  site  is  being  surveyed.  Five  sites  were  located,  and  at  least  one  of 
them  was  historical  (homestead).  The  preliminary  reports  are  due  next  v/eek. 


Rich  Fike  asked  whether  EDAW  is  having  their  subcontractors  determine  the  eligi¬ 
bility  of  sites.  EDAW  said  this  requirement  is  included  in  their  subcontractors' 
scopes  of  work.  HDR  asked  whether  indirect  impacts  are  being  determined  as  well; 
EDAW  said  they  are  only  doing  a  20  percent  sample  survey  within  the  sites/expand¬ 
ed  areas. 

EDAW  did  consult  with  the  Southern  Paiutes,  who  sent  representatives  out  in  the 
field  with  the  archaeologists.  The  Indians  volunteered  little  infomation.  The 
consultation  included  the  entire  vicintiy  zone,  not  just  the  transect  s  that 
were  walked.  The  Southern  Paiutes  would  only  identify  what  the  archaeologists 
found. 
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HER  Corp  then  discussed  activities  to  date  (see  Attachemnts  1-4).  The  history 
of  the  PMOA  was  reiterated;  the  PMOA  was  signed  in  August  of  1980  bythe  Advisory 
Counsel  on  Historic  Preservation,  by  the  Air  Force  in  October  of  1980,  and  sub¬ 
sequently,  by  the  BLM  and  two  of  the  affected  SHPOs  (including  Utah).  On  May  1, 

1981,  the  HER  Corp  contract  became  effective,  and  they  initiated  work  on  the 
cultural  resources  implementation/management  plan.  Their  first  deliverable  is 
due  in  draft  form  to  the  Air  Force  on  June  18,  1981.  It  will  examine  the  legal 
requirements,  and  in  particular  the  scheduling  of  the  Air  Force/COE  contractors' 
activities  and  the  construction  sequence.  To  date,  HER  Corp  has  developed 
three  separate,  comp! imentary  programs:  1}  an  archaeological  compliance  program, 

2)  a  Native  American  compliance  program,  and  3)  a  history/architecture/community 
studies  compliance  program. 

Howard  Matts  asid  that  HOR's  environmental  resources  data  are  to  be  forwarded  to 
the  AFRCE-MX  next  week.  TRW  submitted  a  proposal  to  develop  and  maintain  a 
centralized  environmental  resources  data  bank  at  the  AFRCE-MX;  the  Air  Force  did 
not  accept  the  proposal  for  this  fiscal  year,  but  it  is  under  consideration  for 
future  years. 

It  was  proposed  that  a  hierarchy  of  authority  be  developed.  The  AFRCE-MX  should  use 
a  mangagment  team  and  maintain  a  centralized  data  bank.  The  AFRCE-MX  directly  inter 
faces  with  their  own  contractors  and  the  CEMXPA.  CEMXPA  has  direct  links  through 
the  divisons  to  the  districts/research  elements  who  directly  interface  with  their 
own  contractors.  The  Contractors  should  not  have  to  v/orry  about  Air  Force/COE 
coordination  and  management  responsibilities.  Roles  need  to  be  explicitly  defined 
indicating  responsibilities  and  authority.  The  Air  Force  needs  to  effectively 
manage  the  project.  The  BLM  said  this  could  cause  problems,  because  the  contract¬ 
ors  have  BLM  antiquities  permits  and  the  data  collected  are  the  property  of  the 
BLM.  The  COE  said  that  data  are  being  collected  with  federal  funds;  therefore, 
it  is  public  information  to  be  shared  witl  .it.  Further,  withholding  the  data  are 
contrary  to  professional  standards.  The  lack  of  coordination  with  multiple  con¬ 
current  efforts  is  a  serious  problem.  HER  Corp  will  assist  the  Air  Force  in 
developing  and  implementing  a  cultural  resources  management  plan.  The  COE  suggest¬ 
ed  that  the  Air  Force  disseminate  a  written  policy  establishing  a  coordination/ 
liaison  network. 


At  this  point,  HER  Corp  formed  three  discussion  groups  (one  for  each  program). 

The  activities  Air  Force/COE  contractors  were  discussed,  as  well  as  the  consult¬ 
ation  and  data  the  SHPOs  would  be  able  to  provide.  HER  Corp  was  gathering  this 
information  to  modify  the  three  programs  to  insure  that  the  required  cultural  re¬ 
sources  studies  would  be  conducted  in  a  thorough  and  a  timely  manner. 
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MX  CULTURAL  RESOURCES  MEETINGS 
SAN  FRANCISCO  JUNE  10-11,  1981 

AGENDA 


Wednesday  Morning,  June  10 

Planning  session  for  FY81  cultural  resource  studies.  ERTEC 
NW,  AFRCE,  HER  Corp.  Purpose  is  to  establish  priorities  for 
FY81  studies  and  to  develop  plans  for  implementing  these 
studies. 


Wednesday  Afternoon,  June  10 

General  session  involving  all  contractors  involved  in  MX 
cultural  resource  studies.  Purpose  is  to  introduce  the 
multiple  players  involved  in  MX  studies  and  to  establish  a 
framework  for  communication  and  coordination  during  the 
upcoming  studies. 


Thursday  Morning,  June  11 

General  session  involving  all  contractors  involved  in  MX 
cultural  resource  studies.  HER  Corp.  personnel  will  present 
a  status  report  on  the  PMOA  Management  plan  that  is  being 
developed.  A  draft  version  of  an  annotated  outline  for  the 
Management  Plan  will  be  distributed  for  review  and  comment. 


Thursday  Afternoon,  June  11 

Small  group  sessions.  Topics  to  be  determined. 
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1522  K  Street,  NW 
Washington.  DC  20005 

....... _ _ _ _  » 


•  PROGRAMMATIC  MEMORANDUM  0?  AGREEMENT  '  .  ; 

WHEREAS,  the  U.S.  Air  Force,  Department  of  Defense,  proposes  to  deploy  .  * 
the  M-X  System  (undertaking)  within  the  States  of  Nevada,- New  Mexico, 

Texas,  and/or  Utah;  and, 

WHEREAS,  the  M-X  System  nay  be  deployed  on  land  managed  by  the  Bureau 
of  Land  Management  (BLM),  and.  BLM  and  the  Air  Force  have  management  respoasi-  I 
bilities  with  regard  to  historic  properties  pursuant  to  Executive  Order 
11593,  .and  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  of  1966  (16  U.S.C,  Sec. 

470f,  as  amended,  90  Stat.  1320);  and,  : 

WHEREAS,  "the  Air  Force  has  assumed  lead  agency  status  and  primary  . 

responsibility  for  compliance  with  the  historic  preservation  statutes  and 
regulations  referenced  herein  on  behalf  of.  both  itself  and  BLM;  and, 

WHEREAS,  the  Air  Force,  in  consultation  with  the  State  Historic  *•’ 

Preservation  Officers  (SHPOs),  has  determined  that  the  proposed  undertaking 
could  have  effects  upon  historic  and  cultural  properties  included  in  or  I 

eligible  for  inclusion  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  (Register) ; 
and,  ■ 

WHEREAS,  pursuant  to  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation 
Act  of  1966,  Section  2(b)  of  Executive  Order  11593,  and  Section  800.4  of  I 

the  regulations  of  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  (Council), 
"Protection  of  Historic  and  Cultural  Properties"  (36  CFR  Part  800),  the  Air 
.  Force  has  requested  the  comments  of  the  Council;  and, 

WHEREAS,  pursuant  to  36  CFR  Sec.  800.8(a)  of  the  Council’s  regulations, 
the  Air  Force  has  requested  development  of  a  Programmatic  Memorandum  of  ..  & 

Agreement  (Agreement);  and, 

WHEREAS,  the  Air  Force,  the  Council,  BLM,  and  the  SHPOs  of  Nevada,  New 

Mexico,  Texas,  and  Utah  have  consulted  and  will  continue  to  consult  and 

review  the  undertaking  to  consider  feasible  and  prudent  alternatives  to  •  I 

avoid,  minimize,  or  satisfactorily  mitigate  adverse  effects, 

«  * 

NOW,  THEREFORE,  it  is  mutually  agreed  that  implementation  of  the 
undertaking  in  accordance  with  the  following  stipulations  will  avoid  or 
satisfactorily  mitigate  its  adverse  effects  on  historic  and  cultural 
properties.  * 
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Stipulations 

The  Air  Force  will  insure  that  the  following  measures  are  carried  out. 

I .  General 

The  Air  Force  will  establish  a  Review  .Committee  to  assist  in 
oversight  of  all  historic  preservation  related  H-X  activities  to 
.insure  that  such  activities  neet  high  standards  of  professional 
methodology.  The  committee  will  report  to  the  Executive  Director 
of  the  Council  and  to  the  Air  Force,  and  will  act  and  he  funded 
in  accordance  with  Attachment  1. 

The  Air  Force  will  afford  the  appropriate  SKPOs,  and  the  State 
'  offices  of  BLM,  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  all  scopes 
of  work,  and  significant  revisions  of  such  scopes,  relating  to 
historic  preservation;  and  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment 
on  the  historic  preservation  reports  or  products  generated  under 
this  Agreement.  Informational  copies  of  these  documents  will  he 
provided  to  the  Council. 

C.  The  Air  Force  will  provide  data  generated  under  this  Agreement  to 
'the  appropriate  SHPOs  and  State  offices  of  Bill. 

D.  The  Air  Force,  in  consultation  with  appropriate  SHPOs,  will 
.  notify  the  public  of  intended  significant  actions  under  this 

Agreement,  will  provide  timely  notice  to  news  media,  and  will 
afford  the  public  the  opportunity  to  comment  to  the  Air  Force, 
the  SHPOs,  or  the  Council  regarding  these  actions. 

E. .  The  Air  Force,  in  consultation  with  the  appropriate  SHPOs,  will 

ensure  that  all  historic  preservation  activities  are  carried  out 
by  or  under  the  supervision  of,  qualified  persons  as  prescribed 
in  36  CFR  Sec.  1201.5. 

F.  The  Air  Force  will  ensure  that  all  stipulations  of  this  Agreement 
are  met  by  its  contractors  as  well  as  by  all  participating  units 
of  the  Air  Force. 

G.  The  Air  Force,  in  consultation  with  the  appropriate  SHPOs,  will 
ensure  that  its  contractors  and  Air  Force  personnel  and  resident 
dependents  are  advised  against  illegal  collection  of  historic  and 
prehistoric  materials,  will  encourage  those  with  interests  in 
such  materials  to  participate  in  nondestructive  activities,  and 
will  cooperate  with  BLM  to  insure  enforcement  of  the  Archeological 
Resources  Protection  Act  of  1979. 

H.  "Pursuant  to  36  CFR  Sec.  800.  B  of  the  Council’s  regulations,  the 
Air  Force  will  submit  an  annual  report  to  the  Council,-  the  SHPOs, 
and  to  Interagency  Archeological  Services  (Heritage  Conservation 
and  Recreation  Service,  Department  of  the  Interior)  on  all  actions 
taken  pursuant  to  this  Agreement. 
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f  I.']  The  Air  Force  will  provide  data  to  assist  the  SHPO's  in  identi- 
V'--'  fyiug  and  documenting  the  budgetary  and  staff  impacts  arising 
from  this  undertaking.  ^  ^  <ij :/)0  - 


II.  Identifying  and  Mitigating  Adverse  Effects  of  Construction  and 
Operation 

f  AS  In  consultation  with  BIM  and  the  appropriate  SHPOs,  and  in 

'  accordance,  with  the  guidelines  in  Attachment  II,  the  Air  Force 
will  locate  and  identify  historic:  propartie.s.JLn.  the  potential 
implfct-3 rea,  deferaine^their  significance ,  and  assess  tS&  "uader- 
'  taking *s  impact  upon  them  by:  ~  ’  "" 

,  •  • 

1.  development  of  an  initial  study  plan,  including  but  not 
•  limited  to: 

(a)  definition  of  preliminary  study  goals 


(b)  establishment  of‘- study  methods 

(c)  indication  of  predicted  types  of  historic  and  cultural 

properties  . 


2. 


(d)  establishment  of  study  team  composition 


(e)  establishment  of  programs  for  data  storage,  management, 
and  use  which  are,  to  the  extent  feasible,  compatible 
with  existing  State  and  BLM  systems. 


development  of  a  calendar  of  tasks  (see  Attachment  II); 

conducting  preliminary  studies  based  on  the  study  plan, 
including  background  data  and  field  inspection  of  sample 
areas  during  initial  environmental  analyses  of  the  potential 
impact  areas,  to  predict  where  adverse  effects  upon  historic 
and  cultural  properties  are  likely  to  occur; 


3.  development  and  implementation  of  a  plan  for  intensive  field 
'  survey  of  all  locations  where  adverse  effects  upon  historic 
and  cultural  properties  are  likely  to  occur  in  the  vicinity 
of  potential  MX  permanent  and  temporary  facilities  such  2S 
base  sites,  access  and  utility  corridors,  borrow  sources, 
and  other  MX  support  facilities.  This  plan  will  include: 


I 


I 


► 


I 


I 


I 


» 


► 


» 


(a)  description  of  historic  and  cultural  property  types 
expected 

(b)  predicted  distributions  of  historic  and  cultural  proper-  p 
ties 


> 
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(c)  study  questions  to  be  addressed 

(d)  study  methods;  including  methods  of  field  inspection, 
testing,  and  analysis 

(e)  study  team  composition 

(f)  'data  storage  and  management  program. 

Where  prudent  and  feasible,  in  consultation  with  the  SHPOs  and 
BLM,  the  Air  Force  will  avoid  adverse  effects  on  historic  and 
cultural  properties  through  design  of  M-X  facilities,  by  relo¬ 
cation  of  existing  facilities,  or  by  other  means. 

In'  consultation  with  the  SHPOs  and  BLM,  the  Air  Force  will  develop 
guidelines  for  documentation  or  data  recovery  from  historic  and 
cultural  properties  that  cannot  he  avoided  or  protected.  The 
guidelines  will  take  into  account; 

1.  the  data  generated  by  the  preliminary  and  intensive  studies 

2.  the  concerns  of  local  communities  and  social  and  ethnic 
groups 

*  * 

3.  the  Native  American  Religious  Freedom  Act  •  '  - 

4.  36  CFR  Part  66  and  its  appendices  published  by  the  Department 
of  the  Interior  on  January  28,  1978  (42  FR  5374-82)  - 

5.  the  standards  of  the' Society  of  Professional  Archeologists 

6.  other  applicable  Federal  regulations,  standards,  and  guidelines, 

The  Air  Force  will  in  a  timely  manner  deliver  copies  of  the 
initial  study  plans  (II. A. l)  and  guidelines  for  data  recovery 
(II. C)  to  the  Review  Committee,  the  State  BLM  offices,  and  the 
appropriate  SHPO  and  afford  them  15  working  days  after. receipt, 
to  review  them.  The  Review  Committee,  SHPO,  and  BLM  will  provide 
written  notice  of  receipt  and  indicate  their  objections,  if  any, 
within  15  working  days.  Should  the  Review  Committee,  SHPO,  or 
BLM  object,  the  Air  Force  will  arrange  a  meeting  to  resolve 
differences  before  proceeding  with  the  action  to  which  the  Review 
Committee,  SHPO,  or  BLM  has  objected.  If  the  differences  cannot 
be  resolved,  the  Air  Force  will  take  the  comments  to  the  Committee, 
SHPO,  and  BIM  into  account  in  deciding  whether  to  and  how  to 
proceed. 

Mien  it  is  not  prudent  or  feasible  to  avoid  adverse  effectS-Upoa 
a"  Tiist  o  rTcTpr  _  cultural  jp  roper  ty,  Jt  he.  .Air_Fnxr:.eLJwiJJ^oJL]jaw_3  6-CFR 
Part  1204  to _determine  whether -the. -property-is-eligihle-for' 
inclusion  in  the  .Register ,  and  consult  with  the  appropriate  SHPO 
and  BLM  as  appropriate, ’’iuid'j 
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1.  if  the  affected  property  meets  criteria  for  listing  in  the 
Register  primarily  because  it  nay  yield  information  important 
in  prehistory  or  history,  the  Air  Force  will  institute  a 
documentation  or  data  recovery  program  in  accordance  with 

the  Guidelines  established  under  Stipulation  II. C.  Prior  to  | 

initiating  any  documentation  or  data  recovery  program,  the 
Air  Force  will  notify  the  Review  Committee,  HIM,  SKPOs,  and 
any  concerned  local  communities,  or  social  and  ethnic  groups. 

Should  an  objection  be  raised,  the  Air  Force  will  consult 
with  the  objecting  party  to  resolve  the  objection.  If  no 
agreement  C2n  be  reached  among  the  Air  Force,  the  SHPO,  and  * 

BLM  on  the  documentation  or  data  recovery  program,  the  Air 
Force  will  request  the  comments  of  the  Council  pursuant  to 
36  CFR  Sec.  800.6;  '■  *•  '  - 

2.  if  the  affected  property  is  determined  eligible  for  listing  ) 

in  the  Register  for  r.easons  other  than,  or  in  addition  to, 

its  information  potential,  the  Air  Force  will  consult  with 
the  appropriate  SHP0:-to  determine  the  nature  of  the  under- 
*.  taking's  effect  on  the  property  and,  pursuant  to  36  CFR  Sec. 
800.4(d),  request  Council  comments. 

»  •  I 

F.  Pursuant,  to  the  American  Indian  Religious  Freedom  Act  of  1978 
(P-L.  95-341),  the  Air  Force  will  consult  with  groups  that  have 
cultural  ties  to  the  study  area  in  order  to'  identify  locations ■ 
and  issues  of  concern  to  then  and  to  work  with,  these  groups  and 

the  parties  to  this  Agreement  in  resolving  conflicts.  The  Air  I 

Force  will  take  the  concerns  of  these  groups  into  consideration 
during  the  design  and  construction  of  the  undertaking,  and  during 
Implementation  of  this  Agreenent.  ■ 

G.  During  the  -implementation  of  any  portion  of  the  undertaking,  ^ 

should  previously  unknown  historic  or  cultural  properties  be 
discovered,  the  Air  Force  will  comply  with' 36  CFR  Sec.  800.7 

and/or  the  data  recovery  guidelines  developed  under  paragraph  C 
above. 

H.  Before  M-X  construction  is  complete,  the  Air  Force  will  consult  I 

with  the  SHPOs  and  the  BLM  to  establish  preservation  mechanisms 

to  accompany  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  facilities.  *  Operation 
and  maintenance  will  also  be  covered  under  this  Agreement. 

III.  The  Air  Force  ard  the  Council  will  work  together  as  members  of  the  ^ 

Economic  Adjustment  Committee  in  an  effort  to  ensure  that  Federal 
Government  activities  to  accommodate  population  and  infrastructure 
growth  resulting  from  H-X  deployment  are  sensitive  to  the  historic  and 
cultural  values  of  the  deployment  areas.  The  parties  agree  in  principle 
that  the  Federal  Government  should  assist  affected  States  and  communities 
in  the  development  and  implementation  of  programs  that  will  contribute  0 

to  protection  of  the  historic  and  cultural  character  of  communities 
subject  to  short-or-long  terra  growth  as  the  direct  or  indirect  results 
of  the  undertaking.  Such  programs  should  be  commensurate  in  scope 
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with  the  level  of  projected  impact  of  the  undertaking  on  each  affected 

community,  and  include  but  not  be  limited  to: 

A.  identification  of  districts,  sites,  buildings,- structures,  and 
objects  included  in  or  eligible  for  inclusion  in  the  Register 
within  each  community; 

B.  development  and  implementation  of  measures  to  minimize  destruction 
and  maximize  preservation  and  reuse  of  historic  sites,  .buildings, 
structures,  districts,  and  objects  in  Federal  construction  and 
.assistance  projects  within  each  affected  community; 

C.  establishment  of  design  guidelines  to  make  new  construction  as 
compatible  as  possible  with  the  historic  environment  of  each 
community;  and, 

E.  establishment  of  measures  to  foster  successful  integration  of  new 
facilities  into  the  existing  cultural  and  architectural  fabric  of 
each  community. 

Avoiding  Inadvertent  Damage  During  Pre-Constrnction  Studies 
• 

A.  The  Air  Force  will  ensure  that  proper  coordinatiou  occurs  between 
its  personnel  and  contractors  responsible  for  historic  preservation 
and  its  personnel  and  contractors  responsible  for’  environmental, 
geological,  engineering,  and  other  studies,  to  minimize  the 
danger  posed  to  historic  properties  by  geological  testing,  survey 
teams,  and  other  activities  and  personnel.  Intensive  surveys 
will  be  conducted -.in  advance  of  any  land-modifying  activity. 
Geological  test  sites  and"  other  locations  of  land-modifying 
activity  will  be  designed  to  avoid  damage  to  historic  properties. 

B.  If  test  excavations  are  necessary  to  obtain  data  needed  for  the 
.  evaluation  of  historic  properties  under  Stipulations  II. A. 2  and 

II. A. 3  above,  the  excavations  will  not  be  allowed  to  exceed  the 
scope  necessary  for  basic  evaluation,  will  not  utilize  mechanized 
equipment  without  the  approval  of  the  appropriate  SHPO  and  BLM, 
and  will  he  carried  out  in  accordance  with  strict  archeological 
controls. 

Definitions 


As  used  in  this  Agreement: 

A.  Air  Force  means  the  U.S.  Air  Force  acting  by  itself  or  through 
agents  or  contractors.’ 

B.  Historic  and  Cultural  Properties  means  properties  included  in  or 
likely  to  meet  the  .criteria  for  inclusion  in  the  National  Register 
of  Historic  Places. 
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C.  Historic  preservation.  includes,  but  is  not  limited  to,  the 

identification,  evaluation,  protection,  rehabilitation,  reuse, 
recording  of,  and  salvage  of  historic  properties. 


D.  ,•  Potential  Impact  Area  means  the  area  in  which  the  undertaking  Day 
reasonably  be  thought  to  have  potential  positive  or  adverse, 


U.S.  Air  Force 


(date) 


(date) 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 


(date) 


Nevada  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 


_ _  (date) 

Texas  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 

_ _ . _  (date) 

Utah  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer.. 


_ _ _ _ (date) 

New  Mexico  State  Historic  Preservation 
Officer 


_ _  (date) _ ' 

Chairman 

Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation 


ATTACHMENT  1 


Review  Committee  Guidelines 


Responsibilities 

1-  To  monitor  progress  of  the  M-X  Historic  Preservation  Program  and 
advise  the  Air  Force  and  Council  of  any  actions  needed  to  ensure 
maintenance  of  high  professional  standards. 

2.  To  review  guidelines,  scopes  of  work,  research  designs,  survey 
reports,  and  other  documents  developed  by  the  Air  Force  and  to 
advise  the  Air  Force  and  the  Council  of  any  changes  appropriate 
to  ensure  maintenance  of  high  professional  standards. 

•  • 

3.  To  assist  in  the  resolution  of  disputes  that  nay  arise  over  the 

quality  or  appropriateness  of  particular  historic  preservation 
related  activities,  or  of  the  M-X  Historic  Preservation  Program 
in  general.  '  . 

Organization: 

!.*•  Membership,  will  consist  of: 

a*.  the  Executive  Director  of  the  Council  and  the  Secretary  of 
the  Air  Force  or  their  designees,  who  will  co-chair  the  ; 
committee;  •  ‘  •  • 

b.  the  Director  of  BLM  or  his  designee; 

c.  the  following  non-Federal  members  who  will  be  appointed  by 
the  Executive  Director  and  . the  Secretary  of  the  Air-  Force:  • 

1)  one  professional  archeologist  knowledgeable  in  the 
archeology  of  each  general  basing  region  (e.g.,  Texas, 

New  Mexico,  Dtah/Nevada) 

2)  one  professional  historian,  preferably  one  with  a 
knowledge  of  architectural  history  who  is  also  knowledge¬ 
able  in  the  history  of  each  general  basing  region 

4)  other  members  as  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  and 
Executive  Director  may  determine  to  be  necessary. 

2.  Procedures: 

a.  the  committee  will  meet  at  the  call  of  the  co-chairmen; 

b.  the  committee  may  assign  tasks  to  subcommittees  or  individual 
members; 

-• 

c.  the  Air  Force  will  provide  staff  support;  and, 


d.  the  committee  will  forward  any  met  ing  announcements,  minutes, 
and  other  documents  afforded  to  committee  members  to  the 
SKPOs. 

Funding:  The  Air  Force  will  fund: 

a.  costs  of  travel  and  per  diem; 

b.  stipend  not  to  exceed  §100  per  day  for  non-Federal  committee 
members  engaged  in  committee  business; 

c.  postage  and  telephone. 


ATTACKDEST  2 


Task  I. 

A. 

B. 

Task  II. 


Guidelines:  Calendar  of  Tasks 

Initial  study  plan  (II. A. l) 

Establish  review  committee  (I.A. jAtch.l) 


A.  Conduct  preliminary  studies  (II. A. 2) 

B.  Develop  plan  for  intensive  field  survey  (II:A-3) 

C.  Develop  guidelines  for  documentation  end  data  recovery  (II. C) 
Task  III. 

’  A.  Conduct  intensive  field  survey  (II. A. 3) 

B.  -Redesign  to  avoid  historic  properties  where  feasible  and  prudent 
••  (II- B)  ~ 

Task  IV. 

A.  Determine  eligibility  and  effect,,  and  mitigate  adverse  effects 
(II. E) .  .  ’ 

Consultation  occurs,  and  comments  are  considered,  at  the  beginning  and 
completion  of  each  task. 


I 
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time,  salaried  officers  or  employees  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment. 

b.  An  advisory  committee  may  be  established 
to  serve  the  Department  of  the  Air  Force  as  a 
whole,  a  single  command  or  other  Department 
of  the  Air  Force  activity  or  serve  such  activi¬ 
ties  collectively,  provided  that  no  advisory  com¬ 
mittee  will  be  formed  or  utilized  by  any  activity 
of  the  Department  of  the  Air  Force  unless  (1) 
the  committee  is  specifically  authorized  by  law, 
or  (2)  the  committee  is  specifically  ap¬ 
proved,  in  writing,  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense, 
to  be  in  the  public  interest  in  connection  with 
the  performance  of  duties  imposed  on  the  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Air  Force  or  one  of  its  subor¬ 
dinate  activities. 

c.  An  advisory  committee  whose  duration  is 
not  otherwise  fixed  by  law  will  terminate  no 
later  than  2  years  from  the  date  of  its  forma¬ 
tion  unless  the  Secretary  of  Defense  has  de¬ 
termined,  prior  to  the  expiration  of  such  2-year 
period  that  its  continued  existence  is  in  the 
public  interest.  A  similar  determination  must 
be  made  to  continue  the  existence  of  such  a 
committee  for  each  subsequent  2-year  period 
thereafter. 

25.  Rules  for  Forming,  Continuing,  and  Ap¬ 
pointing  Members  of  Advisory  Committees: 

a.  No  activity  will  form,  utilize  or  partici¬ 
pate  in  an  advisory  committee,  other  than  those 
committees  excepted  by  paragraph  23,  without 
the  advance  specific  approval,  in  writing,  by 
the  Secretary  of  Defense. 

b.  Commands  desiring  to  form,  utilize,  or 
participate  in  advisory  committees  will  submit 
requests  for  Secretarial  approval  to  HQ  XJSAF/ 
DPCX.  Five  copies  of  the  requests  with  com¬ 
mand  level  signature  will  be  submitted  by  com¬ 
mand  CM  Os  and  will  include: 

(1)  A  statement  that  the  major  com¬ 
mander  has  determined  that  the  proposed  es¬ 
tablishment,  utilization  of,  or  .participation  in 
a  committee  is  in  the  public  interest  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  performance  of  duties  imposed  on 
the  Department  of  the  Air  Force,  and  that  he 
has  selected  or  approved  the  selection  of  auy 
proposed  committee  members  according  to  the 
provisions  of  this  regulation. 

(2)  The  reasons  why  the  formation  or  use 
of  the  committee  is  in  the  public  interest.  This 
is  a  key  justification,  and  must  be  made  in  the 
light  of  the  policies  on  committee  management 
in  paragraph  7.  The  justification  also  should 
contain  statements  (if  applicable)  that  the  com¬ 
mittee  can  provide  needed  talents  and  services 


0 

not  otherwise  available  to  tbs  Air  Force,  and  a 
statement  that  the  views  of  the  non-govern¬ 
mental  groups  or  organizrfions  represented 
thereon  are  needed,  and  theiansons  why. 

(3)  A  statement  indicating  the  results  of 
the  requesting  commands  having  contacted 
other  Government  departments  and  agencies 
(DOD  or  otherwise)  which  may  have  formed  or 
may  be  utilizing  an  advisory  committee  with 
similar  objectives  and  activities.  The  reasons 
for  establishing  or  utilizings  new  committee, 
rather  than  affiliating  with  tr  participating  in 
an  existing  committee,  must  be  clearly  stated 
if  the  objectives  and  activities  of  any  other  Air 
Force  or  non-Air  Force  advisory  committee 
formed  or  utilized  by  the  Government  are  simi¬ 
lar. 

(4)  A  statement  that  the  committee  is  an 
advisory  committee. 

(5)  A  list  of  the  proposed  membership, 
including  the  name  of  the  proposed  chairman 
or  the  manner  in  which  a  chairman  will  be 
selected.  For  those  nominees  who  are  full-time, 
salaried  officers  or  employes  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  list  name,  title,  grade;  or  organization.' 

For  other  nominees,  provide  brief  biographical 
statements  listing  their  names;  employment; 
industrial,  institutional.  Governmental  or  other 
affiliations;  any  other  relevant  data  such  as 
education,  special  qualifications  or  skills,  and 
publications  (see  attachment  5).  Biographical 
information  will  be  handled  as  personal  or 
privileged  information.  If  ft  is  necessary  to 
contact  an  individual  for  biographical  data,  the" 
person  may  only  be  informed  that  he  is  being 
considered  for  membership  on  a  given  advisory 
committee.  However,  when  individuals  arc 
asked  to  provide  data  they  must  be  provided 
with  the  Privacy  Act  Statement  shown  in  the 
box  at  the  bottom  of  attachment  5  together 
with  the  biography  format  information  being 
requested.  (Nominees  for  Air  Force  advisory 
committees  must  be  approved  by  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  before  being  approached  officially 
concerning  membership.)  ...  * 

c.  Membership  of  an  advisor  committee 
necessarily  depends  on  its  functions.  For  ex¬ 
ample,  in' the  case  of  a  coanmittce  whose  sole 
function  is  to  consider  scientific  questions,  it 
may  be  proper  to  limit  the  membership  to  per-  ) 
sons  v.  jth  scientific  bacV.grosrrd.  However,  such 
a  committee  should  include  persons  repre¬ 
senting  different  points  of  view  and  different 
types  of  employment  (education,  industry, 
transportation  etc.) . 
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d.  Whenever  feasible,  the  membership  of  a 
committee  should  include: 

(1)  Representatives  of  the  public  interest. 

(2)  Representatives  from  a  variety  of 
economic  and  social  groups  and  geographic 
areas  is  desirable.  No  strict  rule  of  propor¬ 
tional  representation  of  the  various  types  of 
groups  is  applicable.  However,  steps  should  be 
taken  to  insure  that,  in  regard  to  the  selection 
of  advisory  committee  members,  there  'will  be 
no  discrimination  solely  on  the  basis  of  race, 
color,  national  origin,  religion,  or  sex. 

(e)  Requests  for  membership  changes  are 
submitted  according  to  b  above;  however,  re¬ 
quired  information  is  limited  to  the  member¬ 
ship  data  in  b(l)  and  (5)  above,  for  proposed 
nominees.  In  addition,  include  the  names  of  any 
current  members  to  be  replaced;  and  the  rea¬ 
sons  for  the  proposed  change.  Command  CMOs 
will  subsequently  provide  HQ  USAP/DPCX 
with  the  names  of  those  approved  nominees 
who  have  been  appointed  to  committee  mem¬ 
bership. 

NOTE:  Once  an  advisor;/  committee  has  been 
established  there  is  no  need  to  advise  higher 
authority  on  any  membership  changes  which 
relate  to  full  time  Government  employees. 

26.  Committee  Charters: 

a.  For  each  Air  Force  advisory  committee  a 
charter  is  required.  The  establishing  directive 
may  serve  as  the  charter  if  it  contains: 

(1)  The  committee’s  official  designation. 

(2)  The  committee’s  objectives  and  the 
scope  of  its  activities.  ' 

(3)  The  period  of  time  necessary'  for  the 
committee  to  carry  out  its  purpose. 

(4)  Organization  and  official  to  which  the 
committee  reports. 

(5)  The  organization  responsible  for  pro¬ 
viding  the  necessary  support  for  the  committee, 

(6)  A  description  of  the  duties  for  which 
the  committee  is  responsible,  and  if  such  duties 
are  not  solely  advisory,  specify  the  authority 
for  such  functions. 

(7)  The  estimated  annual  operating  cost 
in  dollars  and  man-years  for  such  committees. 

(8)  The  committee’s  termination  date,  if 
less  than  2  years  from  the  date  of  the  com¬ 
mittee’s  establishment. 

(9)  The  date  the  charter  5s  filed. 

b.  Duration  of  Charters.  Advisory  committee 
charters  will  extend  for  a  2-year  period  after 
which  renewal  will  be  required.  Renewal  action 
will  be  accomplished  by  forwarding  eight  copies 
of  the  charter  with  appropriate  changes,  if  any, 
to  AF/D PCX,  prior  to  15  November  of  the 


year  renewal  is  required.  Normally,  all  charter 
renewals  occur  during  the  same  time  period; 
thus  if  a  committee  were  established  between  ' 
years,  a  charter  renewal  would  be  required  even 
if  the  committee  was  in  existence  for  1  year. 

c.  No  advisory  committee  will  meet  or  take 
any  action  until  its  charter  has  been  approved 
by  OSD  and  OMB.  When  forwarding  requests 
for  charter  approvals  or  changes  to  charters, 
information  will  be  forwarded  no  more  than  75 
days  or  less  than  45  days  before  the  committee 
convenes  or  expires  and  will  include  the  fol¬ 
lowing  information: 

(1)  The  nature  and  purpose  of  the  com¬ 
mittee. 

.  (2)  A  statement  that  renewal  is  necessary 
and  in  the  public  interest. 

(3)  The  reasons  for  the  determin.zticm. 

(4)  The  committees  plan  to  attain  bal¬ 
anced  membership. 

(5)  An  explanation  of  v/hy  the  commit¬ 
tee’s  function  cannot  be  performed  in-house  or 
by  an  existing  advisory  committee. 

d.  Each  advisory  committee  will  ale  a  charter 
.  complying  with  Section  9(c)  of  the  Act. 

e.  Subcommittees  of  Advisory  Committees 
do  not  have  to  be  separately  chartered  if : 

(1)  All  members  of  the  Subcommittee  i  re 
members  of  the  parent  Committee. 

(2)  The  Subcommittee  reports  to  the 

parent  Committee,  ■ 

(3)  The  Committees  charter  indicates  that 
Subcommittees  may  be  formed. 

(4)  The  task(s)  of  the  Subcommittee  fall 
within  the  scope  of  the  parent  Committee’s 
charter. 

f.  Any  Subcommittee  that  does  not  meet  the 
above  indicated  criteria  will  have  to  be  char¬ 
tered  as  a  separate  Committee  and  will  report 
separately  from  the  parent  Committee. 

27.  Security/Mcmbsrship  Reqnireraents: 

a.  When  classified  or  "For  Official  Use  Only” 
data  are  submitted  (for  example,  proposals, 
recommendations,  or  reports),  they  will  be 
properly  classified  and  specifically  identified  ac¬ 
cording  to  Air  Force  guidance. 

b.  Name  checks,  security  clearances,  and 
any  other  requirements  as  a  condition  of  which 
individuals  may  serve  as  committee  members  or 
be  employed  as  advisors  or  consultants  are  the 
responsibility  of  the  major  command  concerned. 
Command  CMOs  will  insure  that  such  require¬ 
ments  have  been  complied  with  prior  to  any 
individual’s  participation  in  the  committees. 

23.  A<h  isory  Committee  Rules.  Advisory  com¬ 
mittees  formed  or  utilized  by  the  Air  Force  will 
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BIOGRAPHY  FORMAT 


Date  of  Resume  (should 
be  more  than 
G-raonths  old) 


PERSONAL  DATA  "  ' 

Name 

Name  of  University  or  Company 
Title 

Business  Address 
Business  Telephone 

Home  Address 
Home  Telephone  ■ 

Legal  Voting  Residence 

Date  and  Place  of  Birth 
Citizenship  (If  naturalized,  give  date) 

Marital  Status  ’  ' 

,  Military  Service 

Education  (Degrees,  Schools,  Dates) 

WORK  EXPERIENCE  .  *  •  ' 

University  or  Company  Assignments  (Title,  Organization,  Dates, 
Type  of  Experience) 

Consultant  Positions  * 

Membership  on  Boards  or  Committees 

Membership  in  Professional  and  Scientific  Societies 

PUBLICATIONS 


AUTHORITY :  Public  Law  52—453,  Federal  Advisory  Committee  Act,  6  October  1972. 

PRINCIPAL  PURPOSE:  The  Office  of  Secretary  of  Defense  requires  that  biographical  data  be  fur¬ 
nished  on  all  non-Govemment  personnel  nominated  to  serve  on  advisory  committees.  The  biographical  in¬ 
formation  is  reviewed  to  assure  that  proposed  nominees  are  qualified  to  serve  on  the  committee.  . 

ROUTINE  USE:  Biographical  information  is  retained  for  record  purposes  on  individuals  approved  for  serv¬ 
ice  on  a  committee,  upon  termination  of  such  service  the  biographical  information  is  destroyed. 

DISCLOSURE  IS  VOLUNTARY:  Disclosure  of  any  information  is  voluntary,  however  failure  to  provide 
the  information  will  disqualify  any  proposed  nominee. 

PRIVACY  ACT  STATEMENT— BIOGRAPHY  FORMAT  (AFR  11-3C)  • 
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1.9  ARCHAEOLOGICAL  COMPLIANCE  PROGRAM 


1  1  Types  of  study  prograns--focus  is  on  defining  study 
requirements,  establishing  when  in  the  project 

implementation  process  particular  types  of  study  are 
required,  and  identification  of  relationships  between 
types  of  study  programs 

1.1.1  Research  Design — serves  to  define  a  set  of 

appropriate  research  questions  for  investigation, 
provides  a  framework  for  the  conduct  of  inquiry, 

identifies  appropriate  data  gathering  methods  and 
procedures  for  answering  research  questions,  and  is 
periodically  revised  and  updated  as  results  from 
studies  become  available.  Research  design  is  a 
critical  item  for  the  evaluation  of  significance,  for 
evaluating  impacts,  for  designing  mitigation 
measures. 

1.1.2  Class  I  Inventory — a  thorough  evaluation  of  all 

existing  archaeological  data,  including  site  records, 
published  and  unpublished  reports  of  field  studies, 
and  consultation  with  local/regional  experts. 

1.1.3  Class  II  Inventory  (Regional  Sample  Survey) — a 

sample  field  inventory  designed  to  identify  and 
record,  from  surface  indications  and  limited 

subsurface  testing,  all  cultural  resources  within  a 
portion  of  a  defined  area.  The  Class  II  Inventory 
provides  a  data  base  for  making  objective  estimates 
of  the  nature  and  distribution  of  cultural  resources 
within  the  defined  area  (i.e.  the  sampling  universe). 
This  type  of  study  is  appropriate  in  the  project 
planning  stages  in  order  to  provide  information  about 
particular  valleys  or  particular  types  of 
environmental  settings  that  are  likely  to  be  of  high 
archaeological  sensitivity.  In  addition  regional 
sample  survey  provides  essential  information  ab.out 
the  regional  setting  of  archaeological  resources 
subject  to  direct  impacts  and  provides  information 
about  the  nature  and  distribution  of  archaeological 
resources  subject  to  potential  indirect  impacts. 

1.1.4  Class  III  Inventory — the  systematic,  intensive 
examination  of  a  defined  project  area  to  identify  and 
record,  from  surface  indications  and  limited 
subsurface  testing,  all  cultural  resources.  Project 
areas  for  Class  III  inventories  are  usually  defined 
by  the  location  and  expected  land  disturbance  of  a 
particular  proposed  action.  Class  III  inventories 
are  conducted  in  order  to  assess  the  potential  direct 
impacts  on  cultural  resources  of  such  a  project. 
Because  of  these  limitations  on  the  definition  of 


project  area,  the  resulting  sample  frequently  is  not 
representative  of  the  larger  region.  Thus  the 
significance  of  the  cultural  resources  encountered 
must  be  assessed  in  relation  to  models  that 
incorporate  existing  regional  data  or  are  based  on 
supplemental  Class  II  inventory. 

1.1.5  Significance  Assessment-- the  Air  Force,  in 

consultation  with  its  field  contractors  and  the  BLM 
and  SHPOs,  must  evaluate  all  archaeological  resources 
discovered  during  field  inventories  in  terms  of  their 
eligibility  to  the  National  Register  of  Historic 
Places.  Two  principal  types  of  significance  are 

considered  in  making  National  Register  evaluations, 
scientific  and  cultural  significance.  The  scientific 
significance  of  an  archaeological  resource  is 
generally  assessed  in  relation  to  a  research  design 
that  considers  problems  of  general  scientific 
significance,  regional  and  local  research  problems, 
and  me thodolog  ial  issues.  In  significance 

assessment,  attention  must  also  be  given  to  the  goal 
of  preserving  a  representative  sample  of  the  full 
range  of  archaeological  resources,  because  resources 
not  currently  judged  to  be  of  significance  to 
regional  research  problems  may  become  of  inportance 
in  the  future  as  new  information  is  obtained  or  new 
methods  are  developed.  Cultural  significance,  that 
is  the  importance  of  an  archaeological  resource  to  a 
local  community,  an  ethnic  group  or  to  the  general 
public,  must  also  be  considered.  While  scientific 
significance  can  be  assessed  through  analysis  of  data 
from  field  inventories  as  guided  by  the  research 
design,  assessment  of  cultural  significance  requires 
inputs  from  the  other  study  domains  being  considered 
here — history  and  Native  American  studies. 

1.1.6  Impact  Assessraent--this  is  the  process  by  which  the 
probable  effects  of  a  proposed  action  on 
archaeological  resources  are  evaluated.  If  a 
property  is  significant  only  for  its  scientific 
information,  and  it  cannot  be  avoided  or  otherwise 
preserved,  the  PMOA  specifies  that  a  data  recovery 
program  should  be  implemented  as  a  mitigation 
measure.  For  those  properties  that  are  significant 
for  other  than,  or  in  addition  to,  their  scientific 
information  the  impact  assessment  process  requires 
application  of  the  specific  criteria  of  effect  that 
have  been  developed  by  the  Advisory  Council.  These 
criteria  are  applied  by  the  Air  Force  in  consultation 
with  their  field  contractors,  the  BLM,  and  the  SHPOs. 

1.1.7  Mitigation  Measures — these  may  include  a  variety  of 
actions  such  as  redesign  of  project  elements  in  order 
to  avoid  a  significant  archaeological  resource. 


development  of  protection  measures  such  as  fences,  or 
design  and  implemsn ta tion  of  a  data  recovery  program. 
The  design  of  mitigation  measures  is  closely  tied  to 
the  process  of  impact  assessment  and  it  requires 
consultation  between  the  Air  Force,  its  cultural 
resource  contractors,  the  BLM ,  and  SHPOs, 

Recommended  Study  Program- — this  section  considers  the 
current  status  of  the  MX  Project  cultural  resource 
studies  and  recommends  studies  that  should  be  planned  and 
implemented  between  now  and  the  end  of  FY1932. 

2.1  Research  Design  Development-  a  preliminary 
research  design  was  prepared  by  Woodward  Clyde 
Consultants  that  provides  a  general  structure  of 
inquiry  for  MX  archaeological  studies.  Only  one  of 
the  several  problem  domains  they  identified  was 
developed  in  the  preliminary  design.  In  addition, 
the  results  of  the  Phase  1  Regional  Sample  Survey 
have  not  been  incorporated  into  this  design. 
Furthermore,  geographic  subregions  within  the  large 
MX  Project  area  need  to  be  identified  and  research 
problems  specific  to  them  developed.  Field  programs 

.and  methods  appropriate  to  particular  project 
requirements  can  then  be  developed.  Significance 
criteria  for  National  Register  evaluations  can  also 
be  formalized  through  the  research  design  process. 

2.2  Class  I  Inventory — A  substantial  amount  of  existing 

data  has  already  bean  assembled  by  MX  contractors, 
however  this  data  base  needs  to  be  centralized  at 
AFRCE  for  the  MX  Project  and  should  be  updated  from 
several  sources  not  previously  consul  ted (e.g .  BLM 
District  Offices,  Lost  City  Museum)  .  The  BLM  has 

recently  completed  Class  I  Inventories  for  most  of 
the  MX  Project  area--these  reports  should  be  used  by 
Air  Force  cultural  resource  contractors  to  the 
maximum  extent  possible  in  order  to  reduce  redundancy 
of  effort. 

2.3  Class  II  Inventory — Due  to  lack  of  funding,  final 
reports  have  never  been  completed  by  the  field 
contractors  that  conducted  the  Phase  1  Regional 
Sample  Survey.  Substantial  money  and  effort  has  been 
expended  in  gathering  these  data,  but  without 
analysis  and  reports  these  studies  contribute  very 
little  to  the  MX  cultural  resource  assessment 
process.  Completion  of  analysis  and  reports  is  of 
very  high  priority,  for  they  are  required  for 
research  design  development  and  planning  of  a  second 
phase  of  regional  sample  survey.  The  second  phase 
survey  should  be  planned  for  the  entire  MX  study 
region  (including  the  mountain  zones).  Failure  to 
follow  up  the  first  phase  of  fieldwork  in  a  timely 


manner  has  reduced  the  opportunity  to  use  regional 
sample  survey  data  to  reduce  impacts  to 

archaeological  resources  in  early  project  design 
stages,  however,  regional  data  are  essential  for 

identifying  potential  indirect  impact  areas  and  for 
providing  a  regional  context  for  evaluating  the 
significance  of  archaeological  resources  subject  to 
direct  impacts. 

1.2.4  Class  III  Inventory — Class  III  inventories  have 

been  completed  in  Dry  Lake,  Pine,  and  V/ah  Wah  valleys 
for  shelter  locations,  related  facilities,  and  for  a 
portion  of  the  DTN.  Additional  survey  is  currently 
being  planned,  but  there  is  inadequate  information 
regarding  the  types  of  project  facilities  or 
rights-of-way  that  are  to  be  examined.  Apparently 
cluster  roads  have  not  been  included  in  this  upcoming 
program.  These  and  other  project  elements  will 

require  Class  III  inventories.  Similarly  there  will 
be  Class  III  inventories  required  at  the  Operating 
Base  locations  once  they  have  been  selected. 

1.2.5  Data  Recovery  Guidelines  —  the  PMOA  calls  for  the 
early  development  of  a  set  of  general  guidelines  to 
be  followed  during  data  recovery  activities.  It  is 
necessary  to  incorporate  these  general  guidelines 
into  the  research  design  process  for  guidance  and 
justif ication  of  specific  data  recovery  proposals  and 
procedures. 

1.3  Schedule — to  be  developed 


1.4  Program  Implementation  Procedures 

1.4.1  Study  Team  Qualifications — interim  guidelines  will 
be  those  stated  in  Appendix  II  of  the  Nevada  BLM 
publication  entitled  Cultural  Resources  Survey: 
General  Guidelines. 

1.4.2  Field  Forms — for  Nevada  and  Utah  the  Utah 
Antiquities  form  is  the  official  form  for  recording 
historic  and  prehistoric  sites.  For  Class  II  surveys 
employing  quadrats,  the  sample  unit  form  for  the 
Phase  1  Regional  Sample  Survey  is  to  be  modified  to 
incorporate  improvements  suggested  by  Phase  1  field 
and  lab  personnel  and  to  meet  the  research  design 
requirements  of  the  particular  Class  II  survey.  For 
Class  II  surveys  employing  transects,  the  University 
of  Utah  transect  form  is  to  be  used  in  its  present 
form,  or  it  may  be  modified  to  conform  to  project 
requirements.  All  site  forms  are  to  be  typed,  to 
have  photocopies  of  the  appropriate  'JSGS  map  showing 
the  site  location  attached,  and  to  have  prints  of 
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site  and  artifact  photos  attached  on  continuation 
sheets.  All  photographs  are  to  be  recorded  in  the 
field  on  standardized  photographic  records. 

1.4.3  Field  Procedures--a  field  procedures  manual  is 
currently  in  preparation.  In  the  interim,  ‘.ha  MX 
Cultural  Resources  Regional  Sample  Survey  Field 
Manual  prepared  by  HDR. Sciences  and  the  Institute 
for  American  Research,  and  the  field  procedures 
guidelines  followed  by  EDAW  subcontractors  are  to 
serve  as  procedural  guides.  Until  an  MX  field 
procedures  manual  is  assembled  and  approved, 
consultation  with  the  Air  Force,  BLM ,  and  StlPOs 
regarding  field  procedures  is  essential  on  a  project 
by  project  basis. 

1.4.4  Data  Management--The  University  of  Utah  will  serve 
as  the  centralized  data  management  system  for  MX 
archaeological  studies  in  Nevada  and  Utah.  AFRCE-MX 
will  develop  and  maintain  a  data  base  in  order  to 
provide  planning  information  to  MX  environmental  and 
construction  contractors  on  a  need  to  know  basis. 

1.4.5  Data  Dissemination — copies  of  site  and  sample  unit 
forms  are  to  be  sent  to  the  Nevada  State  Museum  by 
contractors  working  in  Nevada  and  to  the  University 
of  Utah  and  Southern  Utah  State  University  by 
contractors  working  in  Utah.  In  addition,  copies  of 
these  forms  go  to  the  SHPO,  to  the  appropriate 
District  Office  of  the  BLM,  and  to  AFRCE-MX. 

1.4.6  Report  Preparation — all  MX  cultural  resource  field 
studies  are  to  result  in  the  preparation  of  draft  and 
final  reports.  Reports  on  all  major  field  studies 
are  to  be  published  in  the  cultural  resource  series 
of  the  Nevada  BLM.  Small  scale  studies  will  be 
distributed  to  major  libraries  and  data  repositories 
and  to  all  those  requesting  copies  from  AFRCE-MX. 
Report  preparation  guidelines  are  being  developed. 

1.4.7  Cura tion--of f icial  repositories  for  photographs, 
negatives,  photo  records,  and  artifacts  collected 
during  MX  archaeological  studies  are  as  follows: 

Nevada--Nevada  State  Museum,  Carson  City 
Utah--Southern  Utah  State  University,  Cedar  City 
New  Mexico — Laboratory  of  Anthropology,  Santa  Fe 
Texas — 

Presently  each  contractor  is  to  make  arrangements  with  these 
facilities  on  a  project  by  project  basis.  A  long 
term  plan  for  artifact  curation  is  to  be  developed. 


4.0  Field  Contractor/Subcontractor  Report  Preparation 

Procedures--reports  on  field  studies  are  to  '  <r  prepared  by 

the  institution,  firm,  or  Air  Force  agent  that  conducted  the 

f ieldwork 

4.1  Field  contractor  consultation  with  USAF,  BLM ,  and  SHPO 
regarding  field  resul ts--ini tial  discussion  of 
significance,  impacts,  and  potential  avoidance  measures 

4.2  USAF  determines  which  avoidance  measures  are  possible 

4.3  Field  contractor  prepares  report  to  assess  significance 
of  all  cultural  resources  encountered  and  identify 
potential  impacts.  Draft  report  incorporates  results 
of  Air  Force  decisions  regarding  avoidance  measures. 

4.4  Draft  report  is  reviewed  by  USAF,  SHPO,  BLM,  and  Review 
Commit  tee 

4.5  Based  on  reviewer  comments  USAF  develops  final 
avoidance  measures 

4.6  Field  contractor  prepares  final  report  assessing 
significance,  impacts,  avoidance  measures,  and  outlines 
data  recovery  program.  All  National  Register  eligible 
properties  subject  to  impacts  are  documented  in 
accordance  with  36  CFR  63 

4.7  SHPO  comments  on  determinations  of  eligibility 

4.8  If  SHPO  concurs  with  determinations  of  eligibility,  and 
all  cultural  resources  are  eligible  for  the  Register 
only  for  their  information  potential,  USAF  finalizes 
its  data  recovery  program  plan  (Go  to  Attachment  III) 

4.9  If  any  cultural  resources  are  eligible  for  the  Register 
for  reasons  other  than,  or  in  addition  to,  their 
information  potential  USAF  makes  a  determination  of 
effect  in  consultation  with  the  SHPO  and  forwards 
appropriate  documentation  required  by  36  CFR  800.4(d) 
to  the  Advisory  Council  for  comment. 

5.0  Advisory  Council  Consultation 

5.1  USAF  prepares  and  submits  a  Preliminary  Case  Report 
requesting  the  comments  of  the  Council (see  36  CFR 
300.13(b) 

5.2  USAF  notifies  the  SHPO  of  this  request 

5.3  USAF  proceeds  with  the  consultation  process  set  forth 
in  35  CFR  300.6 

5.4  Until  the  completion  of  the  consultation  process,  the 
Air  Force  suspends  any  actions  that  may  result  in 
impacts  to  the  property  under  consideration 


ATTACHMENT  III.  STANDARD  SEQUENCING  FOR  DATA  RECOVERY 
PROGRAMS 


To  be  developed 


ATTACHMENT  II.  STANDARD  SEQUENCING  FOR  CLASS  III 

INVENTORIES 

1.0  Prepare  SOW  for  field  program — to  be  prepared  by  USAF,  its 

prime  contractor,  or  its  agent,  as  appropriate 

1.1  Define  proposed  Air  Force  Action 

1.2  Identify  geographic  region  of  potential  effect 

1.3  Identify  cultural  resource  compliance  requirements  for 
proposed  action--SHPO/BLM  consultation  advisable 

1.4  Integrate  1.3  with  regional  research  design 

1.5  Provide  SOW  to  USAF  for  review 

1.6  Provide  SOW  to  BLM ,  SHPO,  Review  Committee  for  review 

1.7  Assess  and  incorporate  reviewer  comments 

1.3  Release  SOW  for  bid 

1.9  Resubmit  SOW  for  review  by  USAF,  BLM,  SHPO,  Review 
Committee  if  significant  revisions  were  made 

1.10  Review  of  proposals  by  Air  Force,  BLM,  and  SHPO. 
Procedures  to  be  established  on  a  procurement  by 
procurement  basis 

2.0  Contractor  Implements  Field  Study 

2.1  Field  contractor  reviews  existing  data  for  the  Class 
III  study  area 

2.2  Field  contractor  contacts  appropriate  BLM  District 
Archaeologists — field  contractor  provides  project 
information  and  .requests  information  on 
previous/current  field  studies 

2.3  Field  contractor  consults  with  previous  researchers  in 
the  Class  III  study  area  as  appropriate 

2.4  Field  contractor  consults  with  Native  Americans 

2.5  Field  contractor  develops  research  design  compatible 
with  MX  Regional  Research  Design  and  appropriate  to  the 
particular  Class  III  study  area 

2.6  Class  III  Research  Design  is  reviewed  by  USAF 

2.7  Field  contractor  visits  BLM  District  Office  prior  to 
initiation  of  field  study 

2.8  Field  contractor  implements  field  study  in  accordance 
with  standardized  field  procedures  for  MX  Project  (see 
section  1.4  of  Archaeological  Compliance  Program) 

3.0  Air  Force  Quality  Control  Field  Monitoring 

3.1  USAF  participation  in  prefieldwork  orientation  sessions 
(optional) 

3.2  USAF  on-site  visit(s)  during  field  study 
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Field  Contractor/Subcontractor  Report  Preparation 
Procedures — reports  on  field  studies  are  to  be  prepared  by 
the  institution,  firm,  or  Air  Force  agent  that  conducted  the 
fieldwork 

4-1  Field  contractor  consultation  with  USAF,  BLM,  and  SHPO 
regarding  field  resul ts--initial  discussion  of 
significance  of  resources  encountered  and  review  of 
outline  for  draft  report 

4.3  Field  contractor  conducts  analysis  to  assess 

significance  of  all  cultural  resources  encountered  and 
to  develop  predictions  about  unsurveyed  areas  within 
the  sampling  universe.  Draft  report  presents  results 
of  analyses  and  recommends  research  design 
refinements/modifications.  Indirect  impact  analyses 
are  reported  if  that  was  a  compliance  goal  of  the  Class 
II  Inventory  (see  1.1). 

4.4  Draft  report  is  reviewed  by  USAF,  SHPO,  BLM,  and  Review 
Committee 

4.5  Based  on  reviewer  comments  field  contractor  prepares 
final  report 

4.f>  After  final  review  report  is  published  in  Nevada  BLM 
cultural  resource  series 


ATTACHMENT  I-  STANDARD  SEQUENCING  FOR  CLASS  II  INVENTORIES 


1 . 0  Prepare  SOW  for  field  program--to  be  prepared  by  USAF,  its 

prime  contractor,  or  its  agent,  as  appropriate 

1.1  Define  compliance  and  research  goals  for  proposed  Class 
II  study 

1.2  Identify  geographic  region  of  proposed  Class  II  study 

1.3  Prepare  draft  SOW  (include  written  statements  from  1.1 
and  1.2  in  SOW) 

1.4  Provide  SOW  to  USAF  for  review 

1.5  Provide  SOW  to  BLM,  SHPO,  Review  Committee  for  review 

1.6  Assess  and  incorporate  reviewer  comments 

1.7  Release  SOW  for  bid 

1.8  Resubmit  SOW  for  review  by  USAF,  BLM,  SHPO,  Review 
Committee  if  significant  revisions  are  made 

1.9  Review  of  proposals  by  Air  Force,  BLM,  and  SHPO. 
Procedures  to  be  established  on  a  procurement  by 
procurement  basis. 

2.0  Contractor  Implements  Field  Study 

2.1  Field  contractor  reviews  existing  data  for  the  Class  II 
study  area 

2.2  Field  contractor  contacts  appropriate  BLM  District 
Archaeologists--f ield  contractor  provides  project 
information  and  requests  information  on 
previous/current  field  studies 

2.3  Field  contractor  consults  with  previous  researchers  in 
the  Class  II  study  area  as  appropriate 

2.4  Field  contractor  consults  with  Native  Americans 

2.5  Field  contractor  develops  research  design  compatible 
with  MX  Regional  Research  Design  and  appropriate  to  the 
particular  Class  II  study  area 

2.6  Class  II  Research  Design  is  reviewed  by  USAF,  BLM, 

SHPO,  Review  Committee 

2.7  Field  contractor  visits  BLM  District  Office  prior  to 
initiation  of  field  study 

%  2.8  Field  contractor  implements  field  study  in  accordance 

with  standardized  field  procedures  for  MX  Project  (see 
section  1.4  of  the  Archaeological  Compliance  Plan). 

3.0  Air  Force  Quality  Control  Field  Monitoring 

3.1  USAF  participates  in  prefieldwork  orientation  sessions 
(optional) 

3.2  USAF  conducts  on-site  visit(s)  during  field  study 


I  Native  American  Compliance  Program 
A.  Types  of  Study  Programs 
Regional Program  Plan 


The  program  plan  will  establish  me t hod  1 og i e s  and  procedures 
for  evaluating  the  cultural  and  historic  significance  of  Native 
American  resources  which  are  eligible  for  the  National  Register 
and/or  protected  by  the  American  Indian  Religious  Freedom  Act. 

Literature  Search 


Background  studies  consist  of  a  review  of  existing 
ethnographic  and  e thnohi s t or i ca 1  literature  on  the  study  area 
region,  and  of  existing  archaeological  site  records  which 
contain  information  on  cultural  resources  in  the  deployment 
area  of  potential  significance  to  Native  Americans. 

Regional  Survey 


Ethnographic  field  studies  at  Indian  reservations  and 
colonies  in  and  near  the  deployment  area  are  conducted  to 
determine  the  nature,  known  and  projected  distribution, 
significance,  and  contemporary  use  patterns  of  cultural 
resources  in  the  potentially  impacted  region. 

Site-Specific  Surveys 


Site-specific  surveys  consist  of  on-site  inspections  of 
areas  slated  for  construction  by  ethnographer.-Nat  i  ve  American 
study  teams  to  record  cultural  resources  subject  to  potential 
direct  and  indirect  impacts. 

Significance  Assessnen t 


Assessment  of  the  significance  of  Native  American  resources 
in  the  deployment  area  requires  the  development,  in  consultation 
with  affected  tribal  groups,  of  relevant  and  defensible  criteria 
for  establishing  the  relative  importance  of  tangible  and  intangible 
resources  for  the  maintenance  of  cultural  integrity.  These 
guidelines  must  be  in  accordance  with  cultural  and  historic 
significance  determinations  relevant  to  National  Register 
eligibility  and  religious  freedom. 

Inpact  Assessment 


The  impact  analysis  has  two  major  components.  Assessment 
of  potential  impacts  on  tangible  cultural  resources  involves 
the  comparison  of  known  resource  distributions  with  project 
layouts.  Potential  project  impacts  on  intangible  cultural 
resources,  such  as  those  which  jeopardize  religious  expression 
or  ethnic  integrity,  must  be  assessed  through  a  consideration 
of  the  cumulative  effects  of  significant  resource  loss  on 
Native  American  communities. 
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M i tig a  tion  Measures 

Mitigation  programs  consist  of  the  development  of  measures, 
in  consultation  with  affected  Native  American  groups,  which 

facilitate  avoidance  or  minimization  of  deleterious  project  ( 

effects  on  tangible  and  intangible  cultural  resources. 


B.  Recommended  Study  Program 

Program  Plan  Development  > 

There  is  an  immediate  need  for  the  development  of 
standardized  procedures  for  identifying  and  assessing  the 
relative  significance  of  Native  American  cultural  resources. 

The  accuracy  and  validity  of  such  procedures  or  guidelines 

is  dependent  upon  the  establishment  of  a  successful  dialogue  I 

and  working  relationship  between  affected  Native  American 
groups,  participating  agencies,  and  M-X  contractors. 

Li terature  Search 

It  is  recommended  that  background  studies  initiated  with  I 

the  M-X  DEIS  be  updated  to  include  the  results  of  preliminary 
regional  ethnographic  surveys,  Class  1  and  II  archaeological 
inventories,  and  tribal  comments  on  the  DEIS.  Such  studies 
should  be  expanded  to  include  the  unpublished  data  of  ethnographers 
with  areal  specializations  in  the  deployment  area.  Native 

American  tribal  archival  data,  and  additional  published  works  > 

(particularly  for  the  Texas/New  Mexico  siting  alternative). 

Regional Survey 


Finalization  and  completion  of  the  FY  80  Nevada/Utah 
ethnographic  survey  are  recommended  as  high  priorities. 
Finalization  of  the  initial  study  report  includes  tribal 
group  and  agency  comments  and  the  identification  of  significant 
data  gaps.  Completion  of  the  regional  ethnographic  survey  is 
required  to  determine  the  range  of  cultural  resources  in  the 
d ep loymen t  area,  their  significance  to  Native  Americans,  and 
contemporary  use  patterns.  Since  no  comparable  data  are 
currently  available  for  the  Texas/New  Mexico  siting  option, 
contacts  with  the  tribal  governments  of  affected  Native 
Americans  in  this  region  and  initiation  of  a  regional  ethno¬ 
graphic  survey  are  recommended. 

Site-Specific  Surveys 


It  is  recommended  that  on-site  inspection  of  proposed 
construction  areas  in  the  IOC  valleys,  OB  sites,  construction 
camps,  borrow  sites,  and  other  disturbance  areas  be  conducted 
by  study  teams  composed  of  ethnographers  and  local  Native 
Americans.  Such  studies  should  be  a  routine  component  of  any 
and  all  cultural  resource  inventories  to  ensure  the  identifi¬ 
cation  and  recordation  of  Native  American  resources  and  docu¬ 
mentation  of  their  historic  and  cultural  significance  to  local 
peopl e s . 


3 


Data  Recovery  Guidelines 


Established  procedures  for  data  recovery  prior  to  ground 
disturbance  should  be  developed  jointly  between  cultural  resource 
and  land  management  agencies  and  affected  Native  American  groups. 
Such  procedures  should  include  prior  notification  to  tribal 
governments  of  data  recovery  programs  and  reflect  a  sensitivity 
for  Native  American  religious  concerns.  These  mitigation 
guidelines  are  a  logical  extension  of  consultation  foruas 
initiated  for  program  plan  development. 


Program  Imp lementation  Procedures 
A.  Consultation  Requirements 
Tribal  Governments 

As  official  governing  bodies  of  sovereign  nations  in  a 
special  trust  relationship  with  the  United  States,  the  duly- 
elected  tribal  counc i 1 s / bu s ine s s  councils  of  affected  Indian 
reservations  and  colonies  in  the  deployment  area  serve  as  legal 
representatives  and  liasons  with  external  agencies  and  interest 
groups.  Consultations  required  by  existing  cultural  resource 
legislation  which  relate  to  Native  American  participation  in 
the  inventory,  impact  assessment,  and  mitigation  processes 
must  therefore  be  coordinated  with  these  bodies. 

Native  American  Traditional  Leaders 

In  addition  to  consultation  with  tribal  governments, 
implementation  of  the  American  Indian  Religious  Freedom  Act 
requires  coordination  with  traditional  religious  leaders  within 
Native  American  communities  to  determine  the  nature,  distribution, 
and  significance  of  sacred  cultural  resources,  to  assess  potential 
impacts  on  these  resources,  and  to  develop  suitable  mi tig at  ion 
measures  . 

Cultural  Resource  Management  Agencies 


Procedures  for  .coordination  with  the  State  Historic 
Preservation  Officers  and  Bureau  of  Land  Management  for  the 
determination  of  effect  on  Native  American  cultural  resources 
and  the  eligibility  of  these  resources  for  the  National 
Register  are  identical  to  those  followed  for  the  archaeological 
compliance  program. 

B.  Field  Procedures  Guidelines 

Study  Team  Qualifications 


Due  to  the  culturally  unique  and  often  sensitive  nature 
of  many  Native  American  cultural  and  sacred  resources,  data 
gathering  is  successful  only  when  conducted  by  a  research  team 
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which  enjoys  the  confidence  of  both  the  academic  and  Indian 
communities.  It  is  therefore  recommended  that:  (1)  Native 
Americans  be  consulted  on  the  selection  of  the  ethnographic 
survey  contractor,  (2)  that  this  selected  contractor  conduct 
all  cultural  resource  studies  relating  to  Native  Americans 
for  M-X  contractors,  either  sequentially  or  simultaneously, 
and  (3)  that  the  direct  participation  of  local  Native  American 
cultural  resource  specialists  on  study  teams  be  instituted  for 
s i t e- spec i f i c  surveys. 

Field  Forms 


Since  data  gathering  on  Native  American  cultural  resources 
is  accomplished  through  ethnographic  interviewing,  field  forms 
distinct  from  those  employed  in  archaeological  surveys  are 
required.  Forms  developed  in  the  context  of  DEIS  preliainary 
regional  surveys  should  be  evaluated  and  revised  in  light  of 
research  team  recommendations  and  tribal  comment.  Revised 
field  forms  should  be  universally  applied  by  research  teams 
in  subsequent  studies  to  permit  the  standardization  of  data. 

Field  Procedures 


Minimal  guidelines  for  ethnographic  data  gathering  on 
Native  American  cultural  resources  include:  (1)  initial  contact 
with  tribal  governments  by  research  team  members  for  information 
dissemination  on  study  goals  and  the  receipt  of  permission  to 
interview  tribal  members,  (2)  consultation  with  all  tribal 
members  knowledgeable  in  traditional  matters  and  cultural 
resources,  and  (3)  establishment  of  a  tribal  review  procedure 
for  evaluation  of  study  findings  prior  to  finalization  of 
research  reports. 

Photographic  Documentation 


The  systematic  photographing  of  cultural  resource  sites, 
a  standardized  procedure  in  archaeological  inventories,  should 
be  extended  to  Native  American  surveys  as  well.  A  photographic 
record  of  sites  which  are  culturally  significant  to  Native 
Americans  will  document  their  physical  properties  and  condition 
prior  to  potential  direct  and  indirect  impacts  associated 
with  the  M-X  project. 


C.  Data  Management 
AFRCE 


There  is  an  immediate  need  for  the  establishment  of  a 
centralized  data  repository  for  cultural  resources  of  all 
types  at  AFRCE.  Such  a  repository  will  facilitate  data 
analysis,  and  will  provide  rapid  access  to  Native  American 
cultural  resource  information  for  planning  purposes.  Since 
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certain  categories  of  Native  American  sites  are  regarded  as 
sacred,  and  their  locations  divulged  only  with  guarantees  of 
informant  or  data  confidentiality,  provisions  for  nondisclosure 
of  such  information  to  the  public  must  be  developed. 

BI.M 

Dissemination  of  Native  American  cultural  resource  data 
to  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  has  not  occurred  to  date. 
Preliminary  field  studies  indicate  a  general  lack  of  faith 
exists  in  the  Indian  community  regarding  the  ability  of  the 
BLM  to  maintain  Native  American  site  data  confidentiality. 
Further  consultation  between  this  agency  and  tribal  governments 
is  necessary  to  ensure  such  procedures  are  followed. 

Tribal  Archives 


The  highly  sacred  nature  of  certain  Native  American  cultural 
resources  often  precludes  their  discussion  with  non-Indians. 
Reluctance  to  disclose  information  on  either  the  precise 
nature  or  location  of  such  resources  is  guided  both  by  cultural 
sanctions  and  the  fear  of  potential  site  damage  or  desecration. 
Tribal  archives  provide  a  data  repository  for  the  preservation 
of  traditional  knowledge  for  future  reservation  members.  Such 
information,  to  which  public  access  is  controlled  by  the  tribes, 
may  be  disclosed  on  a  selective  basis  to  project  planners  if 
the  resource  appears  threatened  by  direct  or  indirect  disturbance, 
or  if  procedures  which  guarantee  data  confidentiality  can  be 
developed  by  AFRCE  and  the  BLM  in  consultation  with  the  tribes. 


D.  Data  Di s semina t ion 

Planning  Information  for  POD  Contractors 


Centralization  of  deployment  area  Native  American  cultural 
resource  data  at  AFRCE  will  allow  immediate  access  by  DOD  con¬ 
tractors  for  planning  purposes.  Add i t iona 1 ly ,  an  ongoing  con¬ 
sultation  program  between  AFRCE  and  tribal  governments  will 
facilitate  the  coordination  of  data  gathering  efforts  by 
contractors,  and  provide  a  mechanism  for  the  dissemination 
of  information  on  highly  sensitive  resources  from  the  tribes 
to  AF.RJG-S^on  a  case-by-case  or  site-specific  basis. 

Scientific  and  Public  Information  Dissemination 


Since  the  gathering  of  Native  American  cultural  resource 
information  in  M-X  ethnographic  studies  is  properly  represented 
to  the  tribes  as  a  planning  tool,  and  since  much  of  this  infor¬ 
mation  is  regarded  by  the  tribes  as  proprietary,  site-specific 
data  disclosure  to  the  scientific  community  and  general  public 
should  be  granted  only  at  the  discretion  of  the  tribes  in 
question.  The  official  tribal  position  on  data  disclosure  for 
specific  sacred  and  secular  resources  identified  by  reservation 
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members  may  be  indicated  in  the  tribal  review  of  draft  ethno¬ 
graphic  field  reports. 


E .  Curation 

Data  Repositories  and  Photographs 

Acceptable  data  repositories  for  Native  American  cultural 
resource  information  is  an  important  area  for  negotiation 
between  AFRCE,  the  BLM,  and  affected  tribes.  As  noted  above, 
'he  secular  or  sacred  nature  of  resources  and  data  confidenti¬ 
ality  are  important  issues. 

Artifacts 


Consultation  with  affected  tribes  is  urgently  needed  for 
the  development  of  mutually  agreeable  mitigation  measures. 

This  is  particularly  relevant  to  data  recovery  programs  which 
may  involve  the  disturbance  of  highly  sensitive  resources, 
such  as  human  skeletal  remains,  sacred  artifacts,  and  organic 
and  inorganic  materials  which  have  traditional  religious  sig¬ 
nificance.  Curation  of  artifacts  at  tribal  museums  is  a 
potential  mitigation  measure,  although  substantial  funding 
would  be  required  for  the  development  of  reservation  f aci 1 i t i e s 
which  meet  BLM  requirements  for  artifact  transfer  to  local 
Native  American  groups. 


ATTACHMENT  I  STANDARD  SEQUENCING  FOR  REGIONAL  ETHNOGRAPHIC 

SURVEYS 

1.0  Prepare  SOW  for  Regional  Program  -  to  be  prepared  by  USAF, 

its  prime  contractor,  or  its  agent,  as  appropriate. 

1.1  Define  compliance  basis  for  the  study  and  relation  to 
environmental  impact  process,  land  withdrawal,  or  other 
actions . 

1.2  Define  special  legal  considera tions  arising  from  trust 
status  which  may  influence  the  scope  of  study. 

1.3  Determine  what  level  of  integration  with 

a rchaeolog ical/h i s to r ical  Class  II  inventories  is 
required. 

1.4  Identify  region,  colonies,  reservation,  and  traditional 
communities  in  off-reservation  area  relevant  to  the 
proposed  actions  and  studies. 

1.5  Prepare  draft  SOW. 

1.6.  Provide  draft  SOW  to  USAF  for  review. 

1.7  Provide  SOW  to  cultural  resource  management  agencies, 
PMOA  Review  Committee,  the  BIA,  and  pertinent  tribal 
governments  for  review. 

1.8  Assess  and  incorporate  reviewer  comments  and  resubmit 
SOW  for  review  if  appropriate. 

1.9  Release  SOW  for  bid. 

2 . 0  Contractor  Implements  Ethnographic  Study 


Contractor  actions  include: 

2.1  Review  of  existing  data. 

2.2  Consultation  with  appropriate  cultural  resource 
management  agencies  and  tribal  governments  and 
integration  of  information  on  previous  and  current 
related  investigations. 

2.3  Consultation  with  prior  researchers  and  contractors  as 
appropriate. 

2.4  Development  of  a  study  plan  compatible  with  the  Native 
American  studies  regional  program  plan  and  procedures 
for  significance  assessment  and  consultation. 

2.5  Submission  of  study  plan  for  review  by  cultural 
resource  management  agencies,  USAF,  tribal  governments, 
traditional  leaders  and  review  committee. 

2.6  Incorporation  of  comments  as  appropriate 

2.7  Consultation  with  local  BLM  and  BIA  offices  prior  to 
initiation  of  field  study. 

2.8  Implementation  of  field  study  in  accord  with  standards 
and  procedures  developed  in  the  PMOA  management  plan. 

3.0  Air  Force  Quality  Control  Field  Moni tor ing --To  maintain  the 

quality  of  studies,  the  USAF  or  its  designated  agent  or 

contractor  should: 


3.1  participate  in  pre-f ieldwork  orientation  sessions. 

3.2  Conduct  limited  on-site  visits  during  field  study. 

3.3  Revise  procurements  as  required  if  significant  problems 
arise  in  completing  studies  as  defined  in  the  SOW. 

4 • 0  Ethnographic  Subcontractor  Report  Preparation 

Procedur:es--R5porrts  should  be  prepared  by  the  institution, 
subcontractor,  or  USAF  agent  who  conducted  the  ethnographic 
fieldwork.  The  steps  to  be  followed  in  tne  preparation  of 
reports  include: 

4.1  Consultation  with  cultural  resource  management  agencies 
and  tribal  governments  regarding  field  results  - 
initial  discussion  of  the  significance  of  resources 
encountered  and  review  of  draft  report  outline. 

4.2  Analysis  of  tne  data  to  assess  the  significance  of  all 
cultural  and  heritage  resources  identified  and  to 
assess  concerns  relating  to  the  Native  American 
Religous  Freedom  Act.  Analysis  should  emphasize  areas 
and  topics  requiring  further  study.  Draft  Report 
presents  results  and  recommends  modif ications  necessary 
to  implement  Class  III  (site  specific)  inventory  and 
mitigation  planning. 

4.3  Draft  report  is  reviewed  by  cultural  resource 
management  agencies  and  tribal  governments  and 
traditional  leaders  as  appropriate. 

4.4  Comments  are  incorporated  during  preparation  of  final 
report. 

4.5  After  final  review,  report  is  published  in  appropriate 
ethnographic  cultural  resource  series. 


STANDARD  SEQUENCING  FOR  SITE  SPECIFIC  INVENTORIES 


1.0  Prepare  SOW  for  Regional  Program  -  to  be  prepared  by  USAF, 

its  prime  contractor,  or  its  agent,  as  appropriate. 

1.1.  Define  compliance  basis  for  the  study  and  relation  to 

environmental  impact  process,  land  withdrawal,  or  other 
actions. 

1.2  Define  special  legal  considerations  arising  from  trust 
status  which  may  influence  the  scope  of  study. 

1.3  Determine  what  level  of  integration  with 
archaeological/histor ical  Class  III  inventories  is 
required . 

1.4  Based  on  the  Class  II  study  and  other  information, 
identify  region,  colonies,  reservation,  and  traditional 
communities  living  off  reservation  relevant  to  the 
proposed  actions  and  studies. 

1.5  prepare  draft  SOW. 

1.6.  Provide  draft  SOW  to  USAF  for  review. 

1.7  Provide  SOW  to  cultural  resource  management  agencies, 
PMOA  Review  Committee,  the  BIA,  and  pertinent  tribal 
governments  for  review. 

1.8  Assess  and  incorporate  reviewer  comments  and  resubmit 
SOW  for  review  if  appropriate. 

1.9  Release  SOW  for  bid.. 

2.0  Contractor  Implements  Ethnographic  Study — Contractor  actions 

include . 


2.1  Review  of  existing  data  from  Class  II  inventory. 

2.2  Consultation  with  appropriate  cultural  resource 
management  agencies  and  tribal  governments  and 
traditional  leaders  integrating  information  on  previous 
and  current  related  investigations. 

2.3  Consultation  with  prior  researchers  and  contractors  as 
appropriate. 

2.4  Development  of  a  study  plan  compatible  with  the  Native 
American  studies  regional  program  plan  and  procedures 
for  significance  assessment  and  consultation. 

2.5  Submission  of  study  plan  for  review  by  cultural 
resource  management  agencies,  USAF,  tribal  governments, 
traditional  leaders  and  review  committee. 

2.6  Incorporation  of  comments  as  appropriate. 

2.7  Consultation  with  local,  BLM  and  BIA  offices  prior  to 
initiation  of  field  study. 

Implementation  of  field  study  in  accord  with  standards 
and  procedures  developed  in  the  PMOA  management  plan. 
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3.C  Air  Force  Quality  Control  Field  Mon i tor ing--To  maintain  the 
quality  of  studies,  the  'JSAF  or  its  designated  agent  or 
contractor  should: 

3.1  participate  in  pre-f ieldwork  orientation  sessions. 

3.2  Conduct  limited  on-site  visits  during  field  study. 

3.3  Revise  procurements  as  required  if  significant  problems 
arise  in  completing  studies  as  defined  in  the  SOW. 

4 . 0  Ethnographic  Subcontractor  Report  Preparation 

Procedures — Reports  should  be  prepared  by  the  institution, 
subcontractor ,  or  USAF  agent  who  conducted  the  ethnographic 

*  fieldwork.  The  steps  to  be  followed  in  the  preparation  of 
reports  include: 

4.1  Consultation  with  cultural  resource  management  agencies 
and  tribal  governments  and  traditional  leaders 
regarding  field  results  -  initial  discussion  of  the 
significance  of  resources  encountered,  impacts 
anticipated,  and  potential  mitigation  measures. 

4.2  USAF  determines  what  avoidance  measures  can  feasibly  be 
implemented . 

4.3  Analysis  of  the  data  to  assess  the  significance  of  all 
cultural  and  heritage  resources  identified  and  to 
assess  concerns  relating  to  the  Native  American 
Religous  Freedom  Act.  Analysis  should  emphasize 
comprehensive  significance  assessment,  detailed  impact 
assessment,  and  development  of  mitigation  alternatives. 
Draft  Report  incorporates  results  of  USAF  decisions 
regarding  avoidance  measures.  The  draft  report  should 
contain  mitigation  planning  information  concerning  all 
areas  to  be  impacted. 

4.4  Draft  report  is  reviewed  by  cultural  resource 
management  agencies,  review  committee,  and  tribal 
governments  and  traditional  leaders  as  appropriate. 

4.5  Comments  are  incorporated  during  preparation  of  final 

•  report.  The  contractor's  final  report  should  assess 

significance,  impacts,  avoidance  measures,  other 
mitigation  measures,  and  should  outline  a  program  for 
integration  of  Native  American  concerns  with 
archaeological  data  recovery  programs.  All  National 
Register  eligible  properties  subject  to  impacts  should 
be  documented  in  accordance  with  36  CFR  63. 
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Compliance  Coordination  for  National  Register  Eligible 
Properties — Native  American  cultural  or  heritage  sites 
eligible  For  inclusion  in  the  National  Register  probably 
will  have  significance  beyond  their  information  potential 
and  archaeological  research  values.  For  this  reason. 
Advisory  Council  consultation  will  be  required.  The  most 
expedient  approach  to  this  consultation  would  involve  the 
following  steps: 

5.1  USAF  consults  with  appropriate  cultural  resource 
management  agencies  and  makes  a  determination  of 
effect.  Documentation  of  the  effect  determination 
should  be  prepared  in  accord  with  35  CFR  80(5. 4  (a)  . 

This  documentation  should  contain  all  the  infornation 
relevant  to  each  major  construction  increment  to  be 
accomplished  during  the  forthcoming  fiscal  year. 

5.2  A  single  preliminary  Case  Report  requesting  the 
comments  of  the  Council  {see  36  CFR  800.13(b))  should 
be  prepared.  This  case  report  should  be  as 
comprehensive  as  possible. 

5.3  USAF  notifies  SHPO  of  the  request  for  comments  from  the 
Council. 

5.4  Until  the  consultation  process  is  concluded,  actions 
which  may  result  in  impacts  to  the  eligible  property 
should  be  deferred. 
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HISTORY/ARCH ITECTURE/COMMUN ITY  STUDIES  COMPLIANCE  PROGRAM 

Types  of  study  programs 

2.1.1.  Research  Design.  There  are  three  basic  steps  to  any 

research  design  or,  more  generally,  planning  program. 

These  are-. 

2.1. 1.1.  identification  of  projects  goals  or  a  problem 
to  be  solved.  For  the  history/community  studies 
compliance  program,  the  principal  goals  are:  1) 
the  identification  of  historical,  architectural, 
and/or  socio-cul tural  resources  that  may  be 
affected  by  MX  deployment;  2)  determining  the 
significance  of  these  resources  and,  more 
specifics!  > ,  their  evaluation  for  inclusion  on 
the  National  Register;  and  3)  the 
protection/mitigation  of  these  resources. 

2.1. 1.2.  determination  of  the  steps  or  measures  to  be 
taken  to  achieve  these  project  goals.  For 
history/community  studies,  these  steps  include: 

1)  review  of  existing  literature  and  other 
background  studies;  2)  consultation  with  regional 
experts  and  authorities;  3)  the  development  of 
significance  criteria  that  are  suitable  to  the 
project  area  and  its  cultural  resources  IN 
consultation  with  the  local  community;  4) 
documentation  of  architectural  values  and  other 
field  studies;  5)  significance  assessment;  6) 
impact  assessment;  7)  the  development  of  practical 
and  effective  mitigation  measures,  in  cooperation 
with  local  populations;  8)  plans  for  monitoring 
the  implementation  of  these  measures. 

2. 1.1. 3.  planned  re-evaluation  of  the  program  at  key 
stages  in  its  implementation.  A  number  of  factors 
may  develop  which  call  for  changes  in  the  research 
design/management  plan.  As  the  body  of  cultural 
resources  data  develops,  for  example,  new  data 
needs  may  also  appear;  or  changes  in  the  MX 
deployment  picture  may  demand  the  inclusion  of 
other  areas  in  the  planning  process.  This  third 
step  in  the  planning  process  is  when  the  project 
goals  and  the  steps  necessary  to  achieve  those 
goals  are  further  refined.  It  is  important  to 
point  out  that  this  evaluation  process  should 
employ  an  explicit  data  analysis  program. 

2.1.2.  Background  Studies 

As  soon  as  a  basic  set  of  project  goals  have  been 

identified,  background  studies  are  normally  the  first 
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type  of  data  gathering/synthesizing  prog  ram  to  be 
initiated.  For  history/community  studies,  this  type  of 
research  would  involve  the  use  of  written  materials, 
including  both  primary  (diaries,  letters,  journals, 
autobiographies,  deeds,  permits  and  other  regional 
records)  and  secondary  (histories  and  existing 
background  studies)  sources,  other  documents ry  sources 
such  as  photographs  and  maps,  and  consultations  with 
regional  experts  in  history,  architecture,  and  social 
anthropology. 

The  main  objectives  of  these  studies  are  to  identify 
gaps  in  the  existing  data  base,  to  assist  in  the 
formulation  of  significance  criteria,  and  to  provide 
contextual  information  on  which  significance 
evaluations  can  be  based.  It  would  be  appropriate  to 
organize  these  on  a  regional  basis,  rather  than  a 
chronological  or  topical  basis,  for  example. 

These  background  materials  differ  in  terms  of 
cost/benefit  ratios.  Thus  it  would  not  be  unusual  for 
some  preliminary  background  investigations  to  be  based 
on  secondary  source  material  and  expert  consultations, 
followed  by  more  detailed  research  with  primary 
materials.  it  is  likely  that  some  preliminary  field 
programs  would  be  initiated  before  studies  of  all 
relevant  background  materials  are  completed. 

It  is  important  that  these  background  studies  be 
closely  aligned  with  the  research  design/planning 
process.  This  demands  that  the  background  studies  be 
designed  so  that  they  will  contribute  toward 
achievement  of  the  project  goals.  Additionally,  the 
results  of  these  studies  must  be  used  to  revise  and 
refine  the  research  design  when  this  is  called  for. 

The  field  study  programs  should  be  based  on  the 
existing  data  reviews  to  a  maximum  extent.  Moreover, 
since  these  programs  are  likely  to  be  multi-stage  in 
character,  future  stages  should  be  built  upon  the 
results  of  earlier  stages. 

2.1.3.  Field  Studies 

Field  studies  involve  on-the-spot  documentation  of 
historical,  architectural  or  socio-cultural  resources. 
The  methods  appropriate  to  these  field  studies  are:  i) 
on-site  written  and  photographic  recordation  of 
buildings  and  other  architectural  properties;  ii) 
neighborhood  surveys;  oral  history  and  other 
interviewing;  i i i )  archaeological  survey  and  testing. 

As  with  the  background  studies,  these  different  types 
of  field  investigations  also  differ  in  terms  of  the 
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ease  with  which  they  may  be  performed  and  their  9 

relative  contributions  to  the  project  goals.  These 
factors  should  play  an  important  role  in  scheduling  and 
other  prioritizing. 

It  should  be  pointed  out  that  many  significant  cultural 
resources  in  the  history  and  community  studies  areas 
may  not  be  easily  observed  through  a  cursory  public 
reconnaissance.  These  include  aspects  of  material 
culture  found  among  the  personal  possessions  of  area 
residents,  folklore,  aspects  of  social  organization  and 
kinship,  subsistence  methods  and  other  practices  and  I 

techniques,  and  so  on. 

The  field  studies  should  be  conducted  by  qualified 
researchers,  using  an  established  set  of  measurement 
and  other  procedures  and  criteria,  to  ensure 

comparability  across  studies.  ) 

2.1.4.  Significance  Assessment.  There  are  three  basic  steps 
for  a  significance  assessment  in  history/community 
studies.  These  are: 

2. 1.4.1.  determination  of  appropriate  units  for  I 

significance  evaluation.  Such  units  may  be 

buildings,  sites,  structural  features,  records, 
objects  or  other  artifacts,  districts  or  other 
spatial  units. 

2. 1.4. 2.  identification  of  significance  criteria  * 

suitable  to  the  study  area.  This  will  involve  use 

of  National  Register  eligibility  criteria, 

consultation  with  regional  experts  and 

authorities,  evaluations  of  data  from  the 

background  and  field  studies,  and  interviewing  or 

using  other  means  for  assessing  values  attached  by  * 

local  populations  (i.e.  "cultural  significance"). 

2. 1.4. 3.  application  of  the  significance  criteria  to 
the  assessment  units.  This  requires  a  unit  by 

unit  evaluation  with  respect  to  the  various  ^ 

significance  criteria.  Eligible  National  Register 
properties  should  be  clearly  differentiated. 

2. 1.4. 4.  development  of  sensitivity  maps  or  other 
graphic  depictions  of  significance  which  may  be 

used  directly  in  the  impacts  assessment.  ^ 

2.1.5.  Impact  Assessment.  Impacts  assessment  is  basically  a 
process  of  comparing  project  impact  areas  with  resource 
locations.  It  requires  a  sensitivity,  however,  to  the 
kinds  of  effects  that  a  particular  construction  or 

activity  will  have  on  a  particular  kind  of  cultural  I 

resource.  This,  in  turn,  demands  an  understanding  of 
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the  forces  or  factors  operating  to  maintain  the 
resource  in  its  present  condition  and  what  alterations 
in  those  forces  or  factors  are  likely  to  mean  for  the 
resource.  Obviously,  when  one  is  dealing  with 
currently-used  buildings,  sites  or  objects,  these 
forces  are  quite  different,  more  complex,  and  often 
more  fragile  than  in  the  case  of  abandoned  cultural  or 
historic  remains.  It  should  also  be  noted  that,  under 
the  proper  conditions,  some  impacts  might  actually  be 
beneficial  to  the  preservation  of  particular  resources 
(For  example,  population  growth  might  permit  the 
rehabilitation  and  adaptive  reuse  of  more  historic 
buildings,  as  museums,  homes,  offices  and  so  on).  In 
considering  types  of  impacts,  it  is  particularly 
important  to  differentiate  between  resources  located  in 
inhabited  versus  uninhabited  areas. 

In  the  case  of  direct  project  impacts,  assessment  of 
impacts  consists  of  overlaying  project  and  resource 
locations  and  counting  or  otherwise  measuring  the 
volume  of  direct  impacts  that  will  result,  again  with  a 
sensitivity  to  the  kinds  of  impacts  that  given 
activities  will  have  for  specific  resource  types. 

With  indirect  impacts,  the  situation  is  much 
complicated  by  the  fact  that  there  is  no  concrete 
measure  of  such  indirect  project  effects.  Rather, 
models  of  indirect  impacts  must  also  be  developed. 

Such  models  are  normally  based  on  permanent  and 
temporary  population  figures  (including  recreational 
and  other  travel  visitors),  access  routes,  and 
distance-decay  assumptions  regarding  impacts.  Once 
again  it  is  important  to  determine  the  type  or  degree 
of  impact  that  a  particular  activity  will  have  on  given 
types  of  cultural  or  historic  resources. 

2.1.6.  Mitigation  Measures 

A  variety  of  mitigation  measures  are  appropriate  to  the 
various  kinds  of  cultural  resources  that  belong  to  the 
history/community  studies  area.  These  include 
curation,  exhibition,  avoidance,  community  planning, 
study,  restoration,  rehabil i ta tion ,  adaptive  reuse, 
interpretation  and  educational  programs,  data  recovery, 
design  guidelines  for  new  construction,  and  so  on.  In 
the  case  of  objects  or  buildings  whose  significance 
rests  with  their  continued  use,  mitigation  might 
involve  measures  such  as  socio-economic  aid  to  offset 
other  project  effects  which  may  threaten  such  continued 
uses. 

The  mitigation  program  should  also  include  the 
establishment  of  criteria  for  applying  these  various 
mitigation  alternatives.  It  would  be  appropriate  to 
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conduct  as  much  prior-planning  in  this  area  as 

possible,  in  consultation  with  the  community  and 

local/regional  planning  agencies,  to  ensure  that  the 

mitigation  program  is  cost  effective  and  that  the 

measures  used  in  any  area  complement  rather  than  I 

detract  from  one  another. 

An  integral  part  of  the  mitigation  plan  should  be  the 
establishment  of  monitoring  procedures  to  be  used  to 
ensure  compliance  with  the  mitigation  program,  and 
contingency  measures  in  the  event  of  non-compliance.  * 

2.2.  Recommended  Study  Program/FY82 

2.2.1.  Research  Design  Development.  Research  design 
development  is  the  first  and  most  crucial  step 

recommended  for  a  FY  82  study  program.  Separate  * 

designs  for  each  of  the  potentially  affected  study 
areas  should  be  completed.  These  designs  should 
include  the  following  elements: 

2. 2. 1.1.  the  preparation  of  a  general  research  problem 

or  focus,  within  which  more  specific  research 
designs  may  be  oriented  and  developed.  This  design 
identifies  the  problem  domains  that  are  to 
addressed  in  subsequent  research  phases,  for 
example,  historic  settlement,  the  development  of 
economic  networks.  I 

2. 2. 1.2.  a  clear  statement  of  overall  project 
objectives,  including  those  that  cannot  be  met  in 
this  phase  of  study. 

2. 2. 1.3.  identification  of  those  particular  objectives 
which  will  be  met  during  this  phase.  Given  the 

status  of  the  history/community  studies  compliance  I 

program,  it  is  expected  that  the  FY  82  research 
design  will  place  a  major  emphasis  on: 

1.  background  studies,  particularly  the 

coordination  of  existing  Class  I  inventories. 

National  Register  district  nominations,  and  i 

other  technical  secondary  sources,  with  the 
goals  of  identifying  data  gaps  and  of 
establishing  a  standardized  format  for  data 
collection,  synthesis,  evaluation  and 
storage . 

*  2.  proposed  OB  and  IOC  areas  * 

3.  field  reconnaissance  for  architectural  values 

4.  development  of  a  data  management  system 

2.2. 1.4.  a  rationale  as  to  why  these  specific 

objectives  were  selected  for  inclusion  during  this 
phase,  while  others  were  not.  An  important  part  of  * 

this  rationale  should  be  an  explanation  of  how 

this  phase  of  work  will  link  with  and  contribute 
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to  the  implementation  of  subsequent  phases. 

2. 2. 1.5.  a  ^statement  of  procedures  to  be  used  to 

achieve  these  objectives,  including  background 
research,  field  studies,  consultations  w/regional 
experts,  and  so  on,  as  appropriate. 

2.2.1.^.  a  discussion  of  anticipated  results  and  how 
these  vwill  serve  the  stated  objectives 
2.2. 1.7.  a  program  timetable 

2.2.2.  Background  Studies 

More  specific  identification  of  background  studies  for 
FY  7  will  meed  to  wait  until  a  research  design  has 
b  •.Inaliszed.  The  following  outline  is  suggested  for 

r 

2  1  Hegional  level  studies  will  include  1)  a 

c  ’  o 1/historical  overview  of  the  potentially 
at.  region,  2)  an  architectural  overview  that 

dis  suns  architectural  style,  function,  quality,  and 
integrity  that  character izes  the  utilitarian, 
vernacular*  and  grand  architecture  of  the  region  under 
study,  and  3.)  completion  of  the  Class  1  inventory  of 
potential  historic  properties  begun  for  Nevada/Utah. 
2.2. 2. 2  Community  level  studies  will  include  1) 
research  initbo  the  developmental  history  of  the 
community,  nuajor  historical  events,  major  historical 
figures,  the:  ethnic/cultural/religious  heritage  of  the 
community  anvd  the  history  of  land-use  and  architecture 
as  it  pertains  to  this  heritage,  current  land-use  and 
architectural  trends,  and  cultural  continuity;  2) 
research  inifco  the  current  social,  financial,  and  legal 
inf rastructiore  of  the  community  as  it  might  affect 
historic  preservation;  and  3)  community  perceptions  of 
its  historic  heritage  to  evaluate  the  cultural 
significance  of  properties. 


2.2.3.  Field  Studies 

These  will  undoubtedly  need  to  focus  on  the  IOC  and  OB 
areas.  Until  the  FY  82  research  design  is  completed, 
further  discussion  of  these  field  study  programs  must 
also  be  delayed.  An  outline  of  how  these  studies  could 
proceed  is  presented  for  review. 

2. 2. 3.1  Inventory  and  documentation  of  historic 
resources.  Three  phases  of  study  are  proposed. 
Phase  1  would  include  a  quick  reconnaissance 
survey  of  the  historical  and  architectural 
character  of  the  community  to  define  generally 
building  style  and  function,  and  potential 
districts  and  individual  buildings  that  merit 


further  investigation.  Phase  2  would  include  the 
selection  and  documentation  of  those  districts  and 
buildings  considered  architecturally  and 
historically  significant.  Phase  3  would  include  an 
archaeological  survey  of  those  areas  in  the 
community  that  are  expected  to  be  developed  to 
accomodate  population  growth. 

2.2.4.  Preservation  Planning 

This  involves  the  development  of  a  preservation  plan 
for  the  affected  community  which  incorporates  the 
results  of  the  background  studies  and  the  field 
inventories.  The  plan  would  be  developed  with  the  full 
participation  of  the  community  and  municipal 
authorities.  The  plan  would  consider  National  Register 
nominations,  maps  of  significant  historic  properties 
and  districts,  a  program  for  the  rehabilitation  of 
historic  properties,  design  guidelines  for  new 
construction  to  enhance  the  visual  continuity  and 
historic  character  of  the  community,  zoning 
recommendations  to  mitigate  the  effects  of  growth, 
archaeological  investigations  required  prior  to  new 
construction,  and  possible  reconstruction  of  historic 
districts.  Community  particpation  and  education 
programs  would  continue  through  the  development  of  the 
plan.  A  final  report  would  compile  all  the  information 
gathered  as  a  result  of  these  studies. 


2.2.5.  Schedule 

The  schedule  of  activities  must  also  be  a  part  of  the 
research  design.  Needless  to  say,  time  is  a  crucial 
factor  in  the  compliance  program,  due  to  the  bearing 
that  MX  has  on  national  security,  as  well  as  to  other 
considerations. 

2.3.  Program  Implementation  Procedures 

2.3.1.  Consultation  Requirements.  There  are  a  number  of 
agencies  and  individuals  that  should  be  consulted 
throughout  the  implementation  of  the  compliance 
program,  from  research  design  formulation  through  data 
collection,  evaluation,  assessment,  design  revision, 
and  so  on.  These  include: 

1.  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation 

2.  State  Historic  Preservation  Officers 

3.  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

4.  Previous  researchers  and  other  regional  experts 

5.  Professional  societies  {regional  AIA,  historical 

societies,  curators  and  archivists) 


2.3.2.  Guidelines  and  Operating  Procedures.  The  following 

procedures  and  guidelines  are  recommended: 

2. 3. 2.1.  Coordination  w/research  design.  Every  effort 
should  be  made  to  ensure  that  any  and  all  field 
programs  are  developed  in  accordance  with  the 
current  research  design,  and  that  the  results  of 
these  programs  are  used  to  the  full  extent  to  make 
revisions  to  that  design. 

2. 3. 2. 2.  Qualifications  of  field  crews.  Field  crews 
should  have  combined  experience  and  abilities  in 
the  following  areas:  historical  archaeology, 
project  area  history,  architectural  history, 
cultural  anthropology,  architecture,  photography, 
writing  ability,  field  experience  in  the  project 
area,  experience  with  the  full  range  of  data 
collection  methods  identified  above. 

2. 3. 2. 3.  Field  Forms.  Several  important  decisions  will 
need  to  be  made  regarding  field  forms,  including 
whether  to  use  existing  state  forms,  to 
incorporate  these  as  parts  of  more  detailed  forms, 
or  to  develop  alternative  ones. 

2.3. 2. 4.  Field  Procedures  and  Photographic 
Documentation.  Standardized  field  procedures  must 
be  developed,  including  procedures  for 
photographic  recordation.  This  should  be 
performed  as  part  of  the  research  design 
development. 

2.  3.  2. 5.  Data  Management.  A  detailed  data  management 

plan  should  be  devised  before  any  additional  field 
data  is  collected.  This  plan  must  identify:  the 
location(s)  for  the  database  to  reside,  the 
organization  of  the  database,  and  so  on.  These 
determinations  are  dependent,  for  the  most  part, 
on  identifying  present  and  future  uses  and  users 
of  the  database  and  taking  into  consideration 
existing  data  management  systems. 

2. 3. 2. 6.  Data  Dissemination.  Programs  for 

disseminating  information  to  the  following  must  be 
developed : 

1.  Planning  Information  for  DOD  Contractors. 

Guidelines  must  be  developed  so  that  DOD 
contractors  will  understand  how  particular 
resources  must  be  treated.  Locational 
information,  identifying  the  type  of  resource 
involved,  must  also  be  provided. 

2.  Public  Information  Dissemination.  Separate 

educational  programs  should  be  developed  for 
area  residents,  visitors  to  the  area,  and  the 
general  public.  These  should  be  designed 
with  the  objective  of  decreasing  vandalism 
and  collecting,  while  simultaneously  serving 


more  general  educational  objectives. 

3.  Scientific  Information  Dissemination.  This 

should  include  the  planning  of  symposia  and 
publications.  Other  data  sharing  programs 
should  also  be  encouraged. 

2.3.3  Standard  Sequencing  for  Historical  and  Architectural 
Studies 

(to  be  developed) 
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Native  American  Federal  Legislation 

1.  Indian  Reorganization  Act  (June  18,  1934)  as  amended  !P.L. 

73-383) 

(c.  57G,  48  stat  984,  codified  in  25  'JSC  461  et  seq.) 

2.  Indian  Civil  Rights  Act  (1963) 

(P.L.  90-284,  25  USC  1301-1303) 

3.  Indian  Self-Determination  and  Education  Assistance  Act  (1975) 

(P.L.  93-538,  25  USC  450a-450n  and  451-459e.) 

4.  American  r  Han  Religious  Freedom  Act  (March  21,  1978) 

(P.L.  95-341,  42  USC  1996) 

5.  Paiute  Indian  Tribe  of  Utah  Restoration  Act  (1930) 

(P.L.  95-227,  25  USC  761  et  seq.) 


Historic  Preservation:  Federal  Legislation 

1.  The  Antiquities  Act  (1906)  as  amended 

(P.L.  59-209,  16  USC  431-433) 

2.  The  Historic  Sites  Act  (1935) 

(P.L.  74-292,  16  USC  461-467) 

3.  The  Reservoir  Salvage  Act  (1950)  as  amended 

(P.L.  86-523,  16  USC  469-46 9c) 

4.  The  Historic  Preservation  Act  (1966)  as  amended 

(P.L.  89-565,  16  USC  470-470m) 

5.  The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (1969) 

(P.L.  91-190,  42  USC  4321-4347) 

6.  Protection  and  Enhancement  of  the  Cultural  Environment  (1971) 

(E.O.  11593) 

7.  The  Archaeological  and  Historical  Preservation  Act  (1974) 

(P.L.  93-291,  16  USC  469a-469c) 

8.  The  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Act  (1976)  as  amended 

(P.L.  94-422,  16  USC  460  et  seq.) 

9.  The  Archaeological  Resources  Protection  Act  (1979) 

(P.L.  96-95,  16  USC  470aa-470ll) 

10.  The  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  Amendments  (1990) 

(P.L.  96-515,  16  USC  470) 
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Other  Pertinent  Federal  Legislation 

1.  The  Engle  Act  (195S) 

(43  USC  155  et  seq.) 

2.  The  Federal  Land  Policy  Management  Act  (1976) 

(P.L.  94-579,  43  USC  1701  et  seq.) 

3.  The  Tax  Reform  Act  (1976)  as  amended 

(P.L.  94-455,  sec. 2124) 

4.  The  Tax  Revenue  Act  (1978) 

(P.L.  95-600,  sections  315  and  701) 


Historic  Preservation:  Federal  Regulations  and  Guidelines 

1.  40CFR1500  Regulations  on  Implementing  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  Procedures 

2.  43CFR1590  Siting/Land  ’Withdrawal  Requirements 

3.  36CFR800  Procedures  for  the  Protection  of  Historic  a' ’ 

Cultural  Properties 

4.  35CFR1201 (61)  Criteria  for  Comprehensive  Statewide  Surveys 
and  Plans 

5.  36CFR1202 (60)  National  Register  of  Historic  Places 

6.  35CFR1204 (63)  Determinations  of  Eligibility  for  Inclusion  in 
the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places 

7.  36CFR1205  National  Historic  Landmarks 

8.  36CFR1208  Historic  Preservation  Certifications  pursuant  to 
the  Tax  Reform  Act  of  1976  and  the  Revenue  Act  of  1978 

9.  36CFR1210 (66)  Recovery  of  Scientific,  Prehistoric,  Historic, 

and  Archaeological  Data:  Methods,  Standards,  and  Reporting 
Requirements:  Proposed  Guidelines 

10.  35CFR1213  Procedures  for  the  Identification  and  Protection 
of  Archaeological,  Historic,  and  Scientific  Properties:  Proposed 
Rule 

11.  36CFR1214  Object  of  Antiquity  Definition 

12.  36CFR1215  Archaeological  Resources  Protection  Act  of  1979; 
Notice  of  Permitting  Procedures  Pending  Promulgation  of  New 
Regulations 
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13.  Administrative  Memorandum  Mo.  5:  IAS  Procedures  for 
Emergency  Discovery  Situations  (9/12/79) 

14.  HQ  USAF  Directive  on  Historic  Preservation  (1981) 

15.  Advisory  Council:  Guidelines  for  "Making  Adverse  Effect"  and 
"Mo  Adverse  Effect"  Determinations  for  Archaeological  Resources 
in  Accordance  with  36CFR890 

16.  Advisory  Council:  Treatment  of  Archaeological  Resources:  A 
Handbook  (1980) 

17.  BLM  Manual  8100  -  Cultural  Resource  Management 

18.  Nevada  BLM  Guidelines 

19.  Utah  BLM  Guidelines 

20.  Forest  Service  Guidelines 


Historic  Preservation:  State  Legislation 

Nevada : 

1.  Preservation  of  Prehistoric  and  Historic  Sites  (1953) 
(NRS  381.95  to  381.227) 

Utah : 

1.  Utah  State  Antiquities  Act  (1953) ,  as  amended  (1977) 
(Utah  Code  63-18-18,  19,  20,  22,  25,  26) 

New  Mexico: 

1.  Cultural  Properties  Act  (1978) 

(NMSA  18-6-1  through  18-6-17) 

Texas : 

1.  The  Antiquities  Code  of  Texas  (1977) 

(TNRC  191.001  through  191.174) 


Professional  Guidelines 


1.  Society  of  Applied  Anthropologists 

Code  of  Ethics 

2.  Standards  of  the  Society  of  Professional  Archaeologists 

(SOPA) 
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Project  Specific  Guidel ines/Corami traen ts 


1.  Programmatic  Memorandum  of  Agreement  (PMOA) 


I 


» 


> 
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ATTACHMENT  2 


Meeting  Minutes,  Agendas,  Attendance  Lists  and  Handouts  for 
All  Working  Group  Meetings 


MINUTES 

Second  Nevada/Utah  Conference 
on 

MX  Education  Impacts  and  Mitigations 
April  3,  1981 

1.  A  list  of  those  present  is  attached.  In  addition  there  was  a  significant 
number  of  observers/visitors  who  did  not  sign  the  roster. 

2.  Rowan  Stutz  explained  why  Superintendent  Walter  Talbot  and  Vaughn  Hall 
could  not  be  present  and  asked  that  they  be  excused. 

3.  After  introductions  Denise  Lindberg,  Utah  State  Office  of  Education,  and 
Wendell  Newman,  Nevada  Department  of  Education,  shared  the  highlights 

of  their  respective  written  reviews  of  the  DEIS  from  an  education  per¬ 
spective.  Utah's  comments  had  been  prepared  by  a  single  education  review 
committee  while  Nevada  used  three  sub-committees:  Vocational  Education, 
Higher  education,  and  K-12  education. 

4.  The  issue  of  the  demand  for  technically  trained  manpower  was  raised  by  both 
of  the  DEIS  reviews.  Bill  Trabert,  Nevada  Department  of  Education,  and 

Bob  Worthington,  Utah  System  of  Higher  Education  were  asked  to  form  a  special 
task  force  to  look  into  the  projected  needs  for  trained  manpower,  survey  the 
extant  capability  for  meeting  these  needs  and  recommend  what  else  needs 
to  be  done  to  put  Nevada  and  Utah  into  a  position  to  respond  appropriately 
to  future  demands  for  vocational/technical  training  at  the  high  school  and 
post  high  school  levels. 

Funds  for  the  support  of  the  work  of  this  task  force  will  be  sought  from 
each  of  the  state  MX  coordinator  offices. 

A  progress  report  of  the  work  of  this  task  force  will  be  made  at  the  next 
meeting. 

5.  John  Roach,  Assistant  Project  Manager#  MX  Coordinator's  Office,  Utah, 
presented  an  overview  of  tiered  decision  making  as  it  is  being  employed  in 
making  the  MX  basing  and  development  decisions.  He  pointed  out  the 

DEIS  was  prepared  only  to  facilitate  the  deployment  area  selection  and  land 
withdrawal /acquisition  decisions.  This  partially  explains  the  lack 
of  specificity  and  detail  regarding  education  impacts  and  mitigations. 

6.  Phil  Robison  from  the  local  MX  Policy  Board,  told  about  the  work  of  his  group 
to  date.  He  also  presented  the  Impact  Assistance  Program  that  had  been 
prepared  jointly  by  Nevada  and  Utah,  which  proposes  that  MX  mitigation  funds 
be  appropriated  as  a  block  grant  to  each  state  and  managed  by  an  MX  Grant 
Review  Committee  In  each  state. 

7.  The  significance  of  the  Impact  of  MX  upon  the  quality  of  life  in  the 
communities  near  the  deployment  site  and  the  concomitant  effects  upon 
education  were  discussed  at  length.  It  was  felt  that  educators  had  a  re¬ 
sponsibility  to  help  communities  prepare  for  and  hopefully  head-off  the 
social  dislocations  and  alienations  that  usually  accompany  rapid  growth  in 
small  communities. 
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David  Lundberg,  University  of  Nevada,  who  has  written  a  paper  on  this 
problem,  agreed  to  share  his  paper  and  his  thoughts  about  how  to 
deal  with  this  problem  with  the  group  at  the  June  meeting. 

8.  The  next  meeting  was  set  for  June  12  and  will  probably  be  held  in  Las  Vegas. 
Nevada  will  host  the  next  meeting.  Several  items  for  the  June  meeting 
agenda  were  suggested  to  Wendell  Newman, 

It  was  agreed  that  the  pattern  of  alternating  the  responsibility  for  hosting 
these  joint  meetings  would  continue  and  that  in  the  future  the  host  state 
would  arrange  for  someone  to  record  the  minutes. 


April  3,  1981 


ROSTER 


NAME 

STATE 

POSITION  AND  ADDRESS 

Wendell  Newman 

Nevada 

Department  of  Education 

Russ  McOmber 

Nevada 

White  Pine  Co.,  Supt. 

P.0.  Box  400  E.,  Ely 

Leon  Hensley 

Utah 

Lander  Co.  School  Dist.  Supt. 

P.0.  Box  273,  Battle  Mountain,  Nev. 

Robert  M.  Worthington 

Utah 

St.  Board  of  Regents,  807  E.  So.  Tempi 
Salt  Lake  City 

Denise  P.  Lindberg 

Utah 

State  Office  of  Education 

250  East  5th  S^outh,  Salt  Lake  City 

Fred  Openshaw 

Utah 

Tintic  School  District 

Eureka,  Utah 

0.  Clair  Morris 

Utah 

Superintendent,  Iron  County 

M.  Clark  Newell 

Utah 

Superintendent  Juab  School  District, 
305  E.  100  No.  Nephi,  Utah 

Sherm  D.  Ferre 

Utah 

Clerk-Treasurer,  Juab  School  Dist. 

305  E.  100  North,  Nephi,  Utah 

Jack  Burr 

Utah 

Supt.  Washington  County  Schools 

189  West  Tabernacle 

St.  George,  Utah 

Glen  W.  Moyle 

Nevada 

P.  0.  Box  24,  Eureka,  Nevada 

Earle  Nuttall 

Nevada 

P.0.  Box  116.  Eureka.  Nevada 

Charles  P.  Lloyd 

Utah 

Administrator,  Educa.  Support  Services 
Utah  State  Office  of  Education' 

250  E.  500  So,,  Saif  Lake  City 

Scott  W.  Bean 

Utah 

Utah  State  Office  of  Education 

250  E.  500  So.,  Salt  Lake  City 

Harold  Hiskey 

Utah 

Dean  of  Business  &  Techn. 

So.  Utah  State  College 

Cedar  City,  Utah 

John  Roach 

Utah 

Assist.  Project  Mgr. 

MX  Cooru.  Office,  Salt  Lake  City 

Thurman  White 

Nevada 

Associate  Supt. 

2832  E.  Flamingo 
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NAME 

STATE 

•POSITION  AND  ADDRESS 

Ted  Sanders 

Nevada 

Department  of  Education 

400  W.  King  St. 

Carson  City* 

ft 

Rowan  Stutz 

Utah 

Utah  State  Office  of  Education 

250  E.  500  So. 

Salt  Lake  City,  Utah 

Warren  Holmes 

Nevada 

State  Board  of  Education,  President 

ft 

Kent  Myers 

Utah 

67  No.  1050  W.,  Cedar  City,  Utah 

Ken  Topham 

Utah 

Superintendent,  Millard  School  Dist. 
Box  666,  Delta,  Utah 

j 

Leo  Prestwich 

Nevada 

Lincoln  Co.  Schools,  Box  118 

Panaca,  Nevada 

l 

ft 

David  Lundberg 

Nevada 

Research  &  Educa.  Planning  Center 

Rm.  201  College  of  Education 

University  of  Nevada,  Reno,  Nevada 

Kent  Hulet 

Utah 

Director  of  El em/Sec.  Education 

P.0.  Box  879,  Cedar  City,  Utah 

ft 

Clarke  N.  Johnsen 

Utah 

Superintendent,  Tooele  Co.  Sch.  Dist. 
66  West  Vine  Street 

Tooele,  Utah 

ft 


ft 


ft 


ft 


ft 


ft 
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UTAH  MX  COORDINATION  OFFICE 

448  EAST  400  SOUTH,  SUITE  103 
SALT  LAKE  CITY.  UTAH  84111 

Phone  (801)  354-9647 

SCOTT  M.  MATHESON 
GOVERNOR 


KENNETH  C.  OLSON 
PROJECT  MANAGER 


MEMORANDUM 


TO:  Ken  Olson  and  John  Roach 

p 

FROM:  Ann  Keegan 

DATE:  May  20,  1981 

SUBJECT:  State  of  Utah's  Strategy  and  Rationale  for  Participating  in  the 

Bi-State  Technical  Transmission  Working  Group 


On  March  30,  1981  I  met  with  Gene  Lambert  and  Ken  Powell  of  the  Utah  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Public  Utilities  to  discuss  the  State  of  Utah's  participation  in  the 
Bi-State  MX  Technical  Transmission  Working  Group.  There  was  no  written  agenda. 

The  discussion  is  summarized  below. 

The  overall  MX  system  benefits  to  electric  consumers  in  Utah  are  marginal,  if 
not  negative.  The  Air  Force  should  be  made  to  pay  the  incremental  cost  of  pro¬ 
viding  electricity  to  the  weapon  system  and  operating  bases.  The  rationale  is 
that  this  is  a  short-lived  project  (thirty  years  or  less)  surrounded  by  a  lot 
of  controversy  and  without  clear,  broad  benefits;  thus,  it  can  be  classified 
as  a  speculative  venture.  However,  the  requisite  generating  capacity  and  trans¬ 
mission  system  needs  to  be  factored  into  the  general  rate  base.  The  utilities 
do  not  care  who  pays  as  long  as  they  do  not  have  to  carry  these  costs.  Further¬ 
more,  the  small  rural  elctrification  associations  will  give  some  or  all  of  their 
MX  loads  to  the  large  private  utilities.  Also,  the  utilities  are  aware  of  the 
cost  pass-throughs  to  general  rate  payers. 

The  Air  Force  will  have  to  negotiate  a  rate  with  each  affected  utility  to  cover 
the  costs  of  constructing  additional  generating  capacity  and  expanding  the  trans¬ 
mission  system.  The  negotiated  rates  for  Utah  will  then  be  submitted  to  the  Utah 
Public  Service  Commission  for  approval.  This  is  normal  utility  practice  for  spec¬ 
ulative  ventures  such  as  MX,  where  the  existing  rate  structures  are  not  applicable 
Furthermore,  the  utilities  do  not  have  the  loads  to  justify  expansion  of  the  trans 
mission  line  or  interconnections  (tie-ins). 

It  is  imperative  that  the  State  of  Utah  participate  as  an  active,  full’member  of 
the  Bi-State  MX  Technical  Transmission  Working  Group  in  order  to  consider  at  the 
same  time  the  same  information  that  the  utilities  use  to  make  negotiated  rate 
decisions.  The  Utah  Public  Services  Commission  does  not  want  to  create  a  pre¬ 
cedent  for  MX,  such  as  allowing  the  MX  electric  costs  to  be  factored  into  the 
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general  rate  base,  or  forcing  the  utilities  to  carry  these  costs.  This  will  be 
a  technically  complex  decision  making  process;  the  state  can  participate  now 
or  it  can  take  a  considerable  amount  of  time  studying  the  utilities'  decisions. 
The  Department  of  Business  Regulation  must  maintain  its  prerogative  to  recom¬ 
mend  the  best  alternative  rate  to  the  Utah  Public  Service  Commission. 

The  general  participation  as  outlined  met  with  the  approval  of  everyone  concern¬ 
ed.  The  Utah  MX  Coordination  Office  agreed  to  fund  travel  expense  so  that  appro¬ 
priately  qualified  professionals  from  the  Department  of  Business  Regulation 
could  represent  Utah  in  the  Bi-State  MX  Technical  Transmission  Working  Group. 
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MEMORANDUM 


TO:  Ken  Olson,  John  Roach,  Paul  Cox  and  Bob  McMains 

FROM:  Ann  Keegan 

DATE:  June  24,  1981 

SUBJECT:  Follow-up  to  the  May  28th  Transmission  Coordinating  Committee  Meeting 


On  June  12,  1981,  Ken  Powell  and  I  met  in  the  Conference  Room  of  the  Utah  MX 
Coordination  Office  to  discuss  the  second  Transmission  Coordinating  Committee 
meeting.  The  discussion  is  summarized  below. 

The  utilities'  data  requests  are  not  being  completely  answered  in  a  timely  manner. 
The  Air  Force  is  continuing  to  request  information  from  the  utilities  that  is 
contingent  on  the  utilities  receipt  of  the  data  requested  from  the  Air  Force. 

The  utilities  have  consistently  requested  that  the  Air  Force  give  them  data  on 
annual  loads  by  certificated  areas,  including  the  service  voltage. 

We  then  discussed  the  GROUND  RULES  AND  ASSUMPTIONS  being  used  by  the  Air  Force 
to  develop  their  direct  load  requirements  (see  attachment  1).  The  first  and 
second  assumptions  are  most  disturbing.  The  implications  of  design  for  backfill, 
but  operations  at  a  baseline,  needs  to  be  reexamined.  It  is  necessary  to  study 
the  load  characteristics  to  see  if  the  conductors  change,  rather  than  design  and 
operate  the  system  at  two  different  levels.  The  rationale  for  this  is  not  at 
all  clear;  these  assumptions  need  to  be  clarified. 

In  order  to  determine  reasonableness  of  the  third  assumption,  it  is  necessary  to 
know  the  type  of  equipment  that  the  Air  Force  will  be  using  in  the  DAA  and  OBTS. 
Equipment  should  be  listed,  as  well  as  hours  of  use,  power  ratings  and  equipment 
design  characteristics.  Also,  the  power  factor  assumption  will  affect  the  rate 
structure. 

Tactical  and  non-tactical  loads  (the  fifth  and  sixth  assumptions)  should  be 
defined.  This  is  Air  Force  terminology  that  is  not  in  common  use  by  the  utili¬ 
ties.  Further,  the  basis  of  the  tactical/non-tactical  load  assumptions  needs 
to  be  provided  since  they  will  affect  peak  supply. 

The  ninth  assumption  should  be  validated  by  looking  at  current  electric  usage  in 
the  area.  Per  capita  use  will  be  affected  by  the  number  of  trail ers/mobile  homes 
in  use,  as  well  as  use  of  electricity  for  heat.  These  will,  in  turn,  affect  the 
diversity  between  the  loads. 


Ken  Olson,  et  al 
June  24,  1981 
Page  Two 

The  documentation  for  the  tenth  and  eleventh  assumptions  should  be  provided. 

The  twelfth  assumption  is  presumed  without  any  regard  for  state  and  local  on-base/ 
off-base  housing-policy  preferences.  A  sensitivity  analysis  should  be  conducted. 
It  is  recommended  that  direct  load  requirements  be  estimated  using  a  lower  percen¬ 
tage  of  personnel  and  dependents  housed  on  base;  this  would  obviously  increase 
the  indirect  load  requirements. 

The  thirteenth  assumption  should  be  validated  by  looking  at  common  practices  in 
the  area.  Electric  heating  is  prevalent  because  it  is  economical.  Natural  gas 
is  generally  not  available,  especially  in  the  vicinity  of  the  OB  areas. 

The  Air  Force  seems  to  unaware  that  it  is  to  their  advantage  to  use  the  same  volt¬ 
age  as  UP&L.  The  Air  Force's  14.4  kV/13.8  kV  service  voltage  is  atypical  for  the 
system  (which  is  12.5  kV).  In  the  event  of  equipment  failure,  the  Air  Force  could 
readily  obtain  12.5  kV  equipment  from  UP&L,  which  has  to  maintain  a  fairly  large 
inventory  given  the  size  of  their  system/service  area.  Using  atypical  equipment 
could  result  in  long  system  down  times,  due  to  the  difficult  in  obtaining  replace¬ 
ments. 

Also,  it  was  the  State  of  Utah's  understanding  that  they  would  be  full  participa¬ 
ting  members  of  the  Transmission  Coordinating  Committee,  yet  the  Air  Force  is  not 
copying  us  on  their  correspondence  with  the  utilities.  Ken  and  I  do  not  view 
this  as  an  oversight,  but  feel  we  are  being  intentionally  excluded.  Therefore, 
the  State  of  Utah  is  effectively  excluded  from  participating  as  full  members  of 
the  Committee. 


********* 

Ken  and  I  had  this  meeting  because  we  felt  that  although  progress  has  been  made, 
there  are  still  serious  problems  with  the  Transmission  Coordinating  Committee  as 
currently  operating.  These  problems  have  been  enumerated  above.  The  most  serious 
of  these  (in  our  opinion)  is  that  the  utilities  are  legitimately  requesting  data 
(on  annual  load  requirements  by  certificated  area  including  service  voltages) 
that  the  Air  Force  has  consistently  not  provided  for  in  the  past  several  months. 
The  Air  Force  has  recently  provided  incomplete  summary  data  that  are  based  on 
questionable  assumptions  and  no  documentation.  Again  and  again  the  utilities 
have  pointed  out  that  they  need  the  load  data  and  yet  the  Air  Force  consistently 
ignores  the  requests.  Obviously,  at  some  point  in  the  future  the  Air  Force  will 
have  the  data.  However,  the  Air  Force  does  not  seem  to  be  aware  that  they  are 
running  the  risk  of  not  giving  the  utilities  enough  lead  time  to  provide  the 
necessary  generating  capacity  and  transmission  system  in  the  early  years  of  the 
MX  weapon  system  construction  and  operation.  The  utilities  have  committed  to 
provide  what  the  Air  Force  needs.  The  Air  Force  needs  to  specify  what  they  will 
require,  by  location  and  year.  Until  this  occurs,  future  Transmission  Coordina¬ 
ting  Committee  meetings  will  be  ineffective. 


assumptions 


ground  Kurgs  and  assumptions 

|  o  DESIGN  T i Vi! •’ EMISSION  FCP.  BACHFIEL  (o«»00  SPELT  7EE;  .  UTILI'VLTO:; 
BASED  C>!  moOO  SHELTERS . 

J  o  l!0  ADDITIONAL  I  ?  f-  H I G  RA'i*  1 0>:  FOR  EACI-STLL. 

3  o  ALL  OPE7VATIOUAL  LOADS  ASSUMED  TO  EE  MINIMUM  S'. 7*.  OF  0.8. 

4  O  SHELTER  LOAD  BASED  OS  CU REBUT  ESTIMATES  ILLS  AT.LDWAMCES  FOE  PLU 

AMD  OTiiER  LOAD  GROWTH. 

5  O  TACTICAL  LOAD  DIVERSITY  ASSUMED  TO  BE  1-25. 


o  NONTACTIC AL  LOAD  DIVERSITY  ASSUMED  TO  EE  1.5. 

f  o  COMMUNITY  POWER  SYSTEMS  IN  SW  UTAH  (ST.  GEORGS,  CEDAR  CITY  ETC . ) 

.  COM3IMED  WITH  UTAH  POWER  &  LIGHT. 

fi  o  OB/DAA  ASSUMED  TO  BE  SERVED  BY  NEVADA  POWER  COMPANY. 

<9  o  LOADS  FOR  NONTACT ICAL  ARE  BASED  ON  2  KW  PER  CAPITA  AND  IS  ASSUMED 
TO  BE  DIVERSIFIED  NUMBER. 

k)  o  BASE  SIZE  PER  SAC  INPUT  OF  11-14-80. 

//  o  DAA/03/OBTS  LOADS  FROM  MMC  EPS  5-13-31. 

fX  o  EIGHTY  PERCENT  MILITARY  OPERATIONS  (PERSONNEL  &  DEPENDENTS)  HOUSED 
ON  BASE. 

ft  o  BASE  LOADS  INCLUDE  ELECTRIC  COOLING.  IIE&TIKG  ASSUMED  TO  BE  FUEL 
OIL/NATURAL  GAS. 
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TO:  Utah  MX  Energy  Working  Group 

/• 

FROM:  Utah  MX  Coordination  Office  ~ 

DATE:  June  10,  1981 

SUBJECT:  Transmission  Coordinating  Committee  Meeting 

On  May  28,  1981,  the  second  Transmission  Coordinating  Committee  meeting  v/as  held 
in  the  Riviera  Hotel  in  Las  Vegas,  Nevada.  A  copy  of  the  agenda  and  handouts  are 
attached.  An  attendance  list  was  taken  by  the  Air  Force,  but  I  did  nat  obtain  a 
copy  of  it.  Representatives  of  the  Utah/Nevada  utilities,  the  Air  Force,  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  (COE),  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  and  the  State  of 
Utah  were  present.  The  discussion  is  summarized  below. 

Lt.  Col.  Joe  Ornowski  opened  the  meeting  with  introductions.  He  then  talked  about 
the  Air  Force  selection  of  a  consultant  (EDAW,  Inc.)  to  do  base  comprehensive 
planning,  and  the  generic  studies  they  are  conducting  at  four  candidate  main  opera¬ 
ting  base  (MOB)  sites:  Coyote  Springs,  Nevada*,  Beryl  a, Milford,  Utah:  and 
Clovis,  New  Mexico.  He  also  briefly  discussed  the  latest  rumors  in  NK  basing. 

The  Secretary  of  Defense  has  stopped  the  award  of  all  new  contracts  and  the  amend¬ 
ment/modification  of  existing  contracts  until  presidential  decisions  on  the  basing 
mode  and  deployment  area(s)  are  made.  This  will  be  at  least  a  60-day  holding 
period. 

Mario  Rudningen  began  with  a  discussion  of  agenda  item  (2)  and  handout  1.  A  ques¬ 
tion  v/as  raised  regarding  backfill  and  the  Air  Force  indicated  that  the  estimated 
electrical  loads  incorporate  backfill  (i.e.,  4600  shelters  plus  2300  backfill 
shel ters). 

Another  question  was  raised  about  the  power  loads  of  Utah  communities;  the  loads 
are  combined  v/ith  the  UP&L  loads.  The  electrical  load  estimates  do  not  reflect 
the  EDAW  work  on  the  base  comprehensive  plan,  although  the  Flack  and  Kurtz  v/ork, 
for  Martin-Marietta,  is  incorporated. 

The  inclusion  of  2300  backfill  shelters  for  1992  design  does  not  include  additional 
operations  and  maintenance  load  (0  &  M)  requirements.  The  AFRCE  said  the  0  &  M 
load  requirements  are  negligible. 

The  Task  Force  was  the  basis  of  the  summary  manpower  estimates  shown.  These  are 
people  directly  connected  with  the  system.  The  loads  are  for  a  Coyote  MOB  and 
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cif.d  Milford  secondary  08  (i.e.,  the  preferred  scenario  fror.  the  MX  DEIS).  The  peak 
loads  have  been  dampened. 


The  figures  do  not  include  cement  batch  plants.  There  will  be  six  plants,  and  each 
will  be  located  at  three  different  sites  (for  a  total  of  13  batch  plant  sites). 


The  Milford  03  load  is  estimated  to  be  21  MW.  •  The  indirect  loads  have  not  been 
included  because  the  latest  Task  Force  manpower  estimates  were  for  direct  construc¬ 
tion.  Corps  of  Engineers  and  life  support  system,  workers  only.  Henninuson,  Durham 
and  Richardson  (HDR)  is  utilizing  the  Task  Force  estimates  of  direct  employment  to 
calculate  indirect  employment  estimates.  These  figures  should  be  available  at  the 
end  of  June. 


The  2  kW  per  capita  use  figure  was  questioned  (as  it  was  at  the  previous  Committee 
meeting).  The  validation  needs  to  be  unequivocal.  The  Air  Force  said  that  the 
figure  is  dependent  on  the  life  support  system  ultimately  chosen. 

The  loads  of  the  two  uncertificated  areas  are  combined. 

The  utilities  reiterated  that  at  the  previous  meeting  they  had  requested  that  stabi¬ 
lity  studies  be  included  in  the  Corps  of  Engineers’  long  lead  electrical  study 
scope  of  work  (see  handout  2);  these  studies  are  obviously  dependent  on  the  system 
being  proposed.  The  conditions  that  ought  to  be  studied  include  the  base  case,  and 
system  faults  and  their  location.  The  COE  said  they  are  at  the  end  of  their  nego¬ 
tiations  with  the  consultant  (Gilbert  Commonwealth);  as  mentioned  earlier,  they 
(like  the  Air  Force)  are  in  a  holding  pattern  with  regard  to  the  award  of  contracts. 

John  Arlidge  (the  utilities  representati ve)  then  raised  several  issues  about  the 
May  4,  1981  letter  (see  handout  3).  The  utilities  general  comments  are: 

1.  What  are  the  annual  loads  by  valley/cluster? 

2.  Where  are  the  loads? 

3.  What  are  the  voltages  and  their  location? 

4.  How  does  the  Air  Force  want  to  be  served? 

The  utilities  viere  asked  to  provide  the  Air  Force  with  various  information.  In 
order  to  fully  comply  with  the  request,  the  utilities  must  obtain  the  loads  by  area, 
the  voltages  to  be  served  and  their  locations.  The  utilities  will  do  parallel 
studies  with  the  COE  and  their  consultant.  Further,  utilities  have  allied  them¬ 
selves  (letter  of  April  29,  1981)  and  have  agreed  on  the  title:  MX  Bi-State  Power 
Coordinating  Council. 

Specific  comments  are  as  follows: 

1.  Utilities  has  7.2  kV  lines  which  do  not  include  proposed  transmission 
lines. 

2.  There  are  three  in  the  area:  the  Intermountain  Power  Project,  Allen-Warner 
Valley,  and  the  Anaconda  Transmission  Line  in  northwestern  Nevada,  as  well 
as  various  environmental  assessments  which  should  be  obtained  from  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM). 

3.  This  is  dependent  on  the  contract  negotiated  at  that  point  in  time.  The 
commitment  to  the  Air  Force  load  requirements  was  reiterated.  The  Air 
Force's  problem  will  be  in  getting  the  route  approved,  and  not  getting  the 
cooperation  of  the  utilities.  The  general  utility  practice  is  tenancy 
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in -common  or  single  ownership  with  entitle;  ents.  Again,  the  utilities 
must  knov/  whet  the  Air  Force  needs  and  where  (i.e.,  a  physical  map  of  the 
load  requirements  by  sitft  and  the  voltage  the  load  is  to  be  serviced  at). 

4.  This  varies  by  utility  and  is  subject  to  geographic  terrain.  It  is  depend¬ 
ent  on  the  general  geography  of  the  area.  The  utilities  can  give  the  Air 
Force  general  system  standards.  Utilities  will  make  the  desion  standards 
available,  where  they  exist.  The  public  service/uti lities  commissions 
require  submission  of  all  feasible  designs,  as  well  as  the  roost  cost- 
effective,  and  the  recommended  design. 

At  this  point,  it  became  apparent  that  the  utilities  and  the  Air  Force  continue  to 
have  a  basic  philosophical  difference.  Outsider  designs  are  not  condoned  or  tolera¬ 
ted  by  the  utilities. 

5.  PURPA  findings  will  be  made  available  where  they  exist. 

6.  The  utilities  need  site-specific  information  in  order  to  answer  this  point. 
However,  all  existing  substations  are  fully  dedicated.  All  facilities 
already  there  are  being  used.  Microwave  communication  will  be  difficult 
due  to  saturation;  the  Air  Force  will  have  to  supply  frequencies  to  the 
utilities  (i.e.,  so  that  the  Air  Force  and  the  utilities  can  communicate 
with  each  other).  Obviously,  inter-utilities  communications  is  the 
responsibility  of  the  utilities. 

7.  The  utilities  indicated  that  the  pull -up-and-down  costs  for  temporary 
facilities  could  be  steep.  A  cost/benefit  analysis  for  temporary  utili¬ 
ties  transmission  system  versus  using  diesel  generators  should  be  conduc¬ 
ted.  A  question  was  raised  by  the  utilities  about  whether  the  land 
withdrawal  application  would  include  lands  for  utility  interconnections 
outside  the  system.  If  not,  it  was  suggested  that  this  should  be  included 
in  the  land  withdrawal  application  if  the  Air  Force  wants  the  power  in  a 
timely  manner. 

8.  Nevada  Power  Company 

9.  Two  to  ten  years.  The  adequacy  of  the  MX  DEIS  alternatives  was  questioned 
and  dismissed  by  the  Air  Force.  The  utilities  said  they  would  not  construct 
for  excess  capacity  or  backfill,  but  would  design  for  it  if  the  Air  Force 
foots  the  bill. 

10.  Utilities  will  provide  the  available  data  to  the  Air  Force. t 

The  Air  Force  and  utilities  share  a  problem  of  lack  of  decisions  and  direction. 
Further,  the  Air  Force  has  a  problem  with  funding  at  the  present  time.  The  Air  Force 
wants  an  independent  contractor  to  verify  that  the  utilities  are  correct.  It  was 
recognized  that  a  joint  effort  between  the  Air  Force  and  the  utilities  with  early 
planning  and  cooperation  is  necessary,  particularly  to  devise  the  most  reliable, 
cost-effective  system  that  the  utilities  can  operate.  The  Air  Force  is  committed 
to  providing  as  much  data  as  possible  to  the  utilities  for  preliminary  .planning. 
Funding  is  a  problem,  although  it  will  be  explored  for  the  future.  The  Air  Force 
is  concerned  about  parallel  planning  efforts  that  are  not  compatible  and  must  be 
resolved.  The  utilities'  approach  must  be  examined. 
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The  utilities  want  loads  (timing  and  location)  and  voltages.  The  AFRCE  said  that 
the  voltage  from  distribution  centers  to  the  clusters  is  24.9  kV,  and  is  a  sinale 
phase  14.4  kV  at  each  shelter,  which  is  an  odd  voltage  which  could  cause  equipment 
problems.  The  question  was  raised  about  the  voltages  needed  at  the  operating 
bases. 


The  Air  Force  said  the  construction  management  plan  deals  only  with  the  deployment 
of  the  weapon  system.  The  FY  83  Utah  construction  is:  Pine,  Wah  Wah,  Hamlin, 
Whirlwind  and  Sevier  Desert  Valleys;  FY  84  Utah  construction  is:  Snake  Valley; 
and  FY  85  Utah  construction  is:  Fish  Springs  Flat,  Pug way  and  Tule  Valleys.  The 
Air  Force  said  they  would  provide  copies  of  the  construction  seouence  maps. 

A  question  was  raised  about  the  construction  power  estimates.  The  Air  Force  said 
the  numbers  are  subject  to  change  because  of  the  many  variable  parameters. 

The  Air  Force  asked  about  the  availability  and  feasibility  of  the  utilities  supply¬ 
ing  temporary  power  for  construction  and  where  this  would  be  located.  The  three 
affected  utilities  have  looked  at  Coyote  Springs;  they  must  discuss  ar.d  more  accu¬ 
rately  define  the  possibilities.  The  existing  power  line  from  Las  Vegas  to  Pioche 
has  a  capacity  of  20  MW  and  a  current  use  of  about  13  MW.  The  operating  base  site 
is  in  an  uncertificated  area.  It  would  take  about  two  years  to  supply  the  power, 
assuming  it  is  totally  from  Reid  Gardner  and  transmitted  over  138  kV  or  345  kV 
lines.  Nevada  Power  Company  said  it  thinks  it  can  service  the  FY  82-83  loads  (this 
is  probably,  not  surely).  Nevada  Power  Company  can  supply  the  total  operating  base 
power  loads  depending  on  when  this  is  needed. 

UP&L  said  it  thinks  it  can  supply  the  FY  84  power  load  at  Milford,  but  is  not  sure 
if  the  FY  85  power  will  be  available.  Also,  their  service  area  probably  only 
encompasses  the  north  Milford  site  within  the  vicinity  zone .  Also,  it  was  pointed 
out  that  the  MOB  actually  refers  to  the  base  proper,  an  airfield  and  attendant 
facilities,  a  designated  assembly  area,  an  operational  base  test  site  and  a  storage 
depot. 

Dixi e-Escalante  was  not  represented  to  answer  the  question  for  the  retaining  Milford 
and  the  Beryl  sites. 

The  Air  Force  wants  the  utilities  to  provide  verification  of  the  availability/feasi¬ 
bility  of  supplying  temporary  power  to  the  MOB,  and  the  dollar  cost  to  the  Air  Force 
for  doing  so. 

The  utilities  said  the  Air  Force  would  pay  both  the  cost  of  constructing  facilities 
and  the  incremental  cost  of  providing  power,  since  the  published  rate  schedules 
are  not  applicable.  This  is  due  to  the  unique  nature  of  the  MX  "business"  and  the 
extensive  line  extensions. 

The  MX  Bi -State  Coordinating  Council  has  a  Memorandum  of  Agreement  (not  a  contract 
forming  a  single  entity)  which  cites  objectives  and  appoints  the  Nevada  Power  Com¬ 
pany  as  utility /Air  Force  liaison.  Participants  (or  members)  are  those  utilities 
directly  affected  by  MX  deployment;  they  have  voting  rights  and  sign-off  privileges. 
Indirectly-affected  utilities  can  initial  agreements  only  as  indirectly-impacted 
parties. 
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GROUND  RULES  AMD  ASSUMPTIONS 


o  DESIGN  TRANSMISSION  FOP.  BACKFILL  (8900  SHELTERS)  .  UTILIZATION 
BASED  ON  4600  SHELTERS. 

O  MO  ADDITIONAL  IN-MIGRATION  FOR  3ACKF.TLL. 

O  ALL  OPERATIONAL  LOADS  ASSUMED  TO  RE  MINIMUM  P.F.  O?  0.8. 

O  SHELTER  LOAD  BASED  ON  CURRENT  ESTIMATES  PLUS  ALLOWANCES  FOR  PLU 
AND  OTHER  LOAD  GROWTH. 

O  TACTICAL  LOAD  DIVERSITY  ASSUMED  TO  BE  1M25 . 

-  o  NGNT  ACT  I  CAL  LOAD  DIVERSITY  ASSUMED  TO  BE  1.5. 

7  O  COMMUNITY  POWER  SYSTEMS  IN  SW  UTAH  (ST.  GEORGE,  CEDAR  CITY  ETC.) 
COMBINED  WITH  UTAH  POWER  &  LIGHT. 

'  O  OB/DAA  ASSUMED  TO  BE  SERVED  BY  NEVADA  POWER  COMPANY . 

Cf  o  LOADS  FOR'  NONTACTICAL  ARE  BASED  ON  2  KW  PER  CAPITA  AND  IS  ASSUMED 
TO  BE  DIVERSIFIED  NUMBER. 

/:  -  o  BASE  SIZE  PER  SAC  INPUT  OF  11-14-80. 

//  o  DAA/OB/03TS  LOADS  FROM  MMC  EPS  5-13-81. 

/.I  o  EIGHTY  PERCENT  MILITARY  OPERATIONS  (PERSONAL  &  DEPENDENTS)  HOUSED 
ON  BASE. 

jt  o  BASE  LOADS  INCLUDE  ELECTRIC  COOLING.  HEATING  ASSUMED  TO  BE  FUEL 
OIL/NATURAL  GAS. 


(1)  PEAK  LOADS  NOT  ADDITIVE  DUE  TO  DIVERSITY.  ASSUMED  TO  BE  1.25. 


MX  FACILITIES _ LOADS  PER  FACILITY  (KW) _ TOTAL-ALL  FACILITIES 


(1)  PEAK  DEMANDS  NOT  ADDITIVE  DUE  TO  DIVERSITY,  ASSUMED  TO-BE  1.25. 


(1)  PEAK  DEMANDS  NOT  ADDITIVE  DUE  TO  DIVERSITY,  ASSUMED  TO  BE  1.25. 
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ELECTRICAL  LOADS  (MW) 
POWER  DISTRICT  SUMMARY 


OPERATIONS  (MW)  (POWER  DIST)  2G  MAY  1931 


1.  Preliminary  Summary  for  Long  Lead  Electrical. 


2 .  General  Background.  The  overall  goal  of  this  project  is  to  provide  a 
plan  that  constitutes  the  framework  for  programming,  design  and  construction 
execution  in  support  of  the  total  electrical  power  transmission  system  for  the 
MX  missile  program  in  the  southwestern  region  of  the  United  States.  The  study 
shall  address  various  alternatives  and  schemes,  identify  long  lead  electrical 
equipment' for  the  transmission  system  and  shall  include  studies  and  analysis  in 
order  to  recommend  an  optimum  transmission  system  for  the  Air  Force’s  selected 
basing  mode.  Early  on  submittals  shall  include  recommendations  for  providing 
power  to  those  facilities  in  support  of  Initial  Operating  Capability  (IOC)  and 
a  list  of  related  long  lead  procurement  items.  This  Statement  of  Work  will 
define  the  work  and  services  to  be  performed,  contractual  options  (attachments) 
and  will  serve  as  a  basis  for  arriving  at  an  A-E  contract. 


3-  V?ork  and  Servicer,.  The  work  and  services  to  be  performed  by  the  A-E  shall 
Joe  for  the  following  items  (No  on-site  f :.eld  work  will  be  required) : 

a.  Concept  Study. 


(1)  Preliminary  Concept  Study. 


(a)  A  preliminary  concept  study  shall  be  prepared  during  Phase  A 
in  sufficient  detail  to  define  -the  electrical  transmission  system  for  up  to  3 
basing  alternatives  oh  options  exercised  by  the  Government  as  defined  in 
paragraph  3b.  Three  transmission  schemes  shall  be  evaluated  and  ranked  in 
recommended  order  of  preference.  The  study  effort  shall  be  based  on  tasks 
3a (2)  A  thru  K  to  the  extent  necessary  to  support  realistic  comparisons.  The 
submittal  shall  include  but  not  be  limited  to  narrative  descriptions,  drawings, 
sketches,  calculations,  and  cost  estimates  as  described  in  paragraph  4  necessary 
to  support  a  decision  as  to  the  preferred  scheme.  The  cost  estimates  for  selec¬ 
tion  shall  include  the  annual  cost  of  maintenance  converted  to  present  worth, 
capitalized,  and  combined  with  the  first  cost  for  each  of  the  3  schemes  to 
determine  the  most  economical  alternatives.  The  A-E  shall  consider  the  following 
3  schemes : 


i.  A  scheme  that  meets  only  the  minimum  MX  power  requirements 
.JLAW.  Air  Force  Criteria,  and  local.  State  and  Federal  codes. 

ii.  A  scheme  that  considers  joint  venture  with  local  utility 
companies  and  IAVJ  Air  Force  criteria  and  minimum  standard  utility,  company 
requirements. 

iii..  A  scheme  considering  separate  .power  lines  form  local  utility 
systems  to  some  facilities  and  power  supplied  to  the  other  facilities  by 
joint  venture  lines  and  meeting  minimum  Air  Force  criteria. 


Atch  2 


Each  scheme  shall  identify  means  of  providing  p 
pover  if  required,  tor  those  facilities  in  suppo 
(ICC).  Provide  recommended  routings,  voltage  1 
(OH  vs  y.G.). 


maner.t  power,  and  temporary 
of  Initial  Operating  Capabilit 
els,  and  type  of  construction 


(b)  Provide  a  preliminary  list  of  long  lead  procurement  items  (IOC) 
as  required  for  the  proposed  first  construction  phase.  The  list  shall  be  of 
such  detail  as  to  permit  the  initiation  of  contract  negotiations  to  develop 
procurement  specifications.  Long  lead  items  are  considered  to  have  a  procure- 
neat  period  of  12  months  or  more. 

(c)  A  budget  type  construction  cost  estimate  for  IOC  power,  shall 
ba  provided  for  each  of  the  three  schemes  in  paragraph  3a  (1)  with  a  breakdown 
of  long  lead  items. 

(d)  A-^E  to  coordinate  with  temporary  power  study  developed  under 
the  DAA  Roads  &  Utilities  Contract. 

(e)  Power  loads,  locations  and  construction  time  lines  will  be 
furnished  the  A-E. 


•  (2)  The  final  concept  study  shall  be  based  on  the  selected  scheme 

for  up  to  three  (3)  basing  alternatives  and  shall  address  the  optimal  transmiss: 
system  and  related  corridors,  recommended  construction  phasing,  list  of  long 
lead  procurement  items  and  estimated  construction  costs,  and  shall  consist  of 
narrative  descriptions,  calculations,  drawings,  sketches  and  schematics.  The 
study  effort  shall  include,  but  not  be  limited  to,  the  following  task: 

A.  Optimal  Transmission  System 

i.  Provide  transmission  lines  and  corridors  on  topographic 
maps  showing  MX  loads.  Maps  of  loads  to  be  provided  by  the  COE.  location 
of  corridors  shall  be  based  on  a  literature  search. 

ii-  Provide  locations  of  substations,  switchyards,  and 
other  load  points  within  the  MX  System  and  at  utility  interfaces. 

iii.  Indicate  width  of  corridors - 

iv.  Mountainous  or  steep  hilly  areas  shall  be  designated 
as  such  and  separately  defined. 

v.  The  DTN  road  corridors  shall  be  considered  for  colocation 
of  the  transmission  system  corridors. 

Environmental  Assessment.  Provide  an  environmental  assessment 
based  on  literature  search  and  without  field  work. 


i.  Consider  environmental  constraints  in  site  selections. 

ii.  Utilize  to  the  maximum  extent  applicable  sections  of  the  DEIS. 

iii.  List  Federal,  State,  and  local  permits  required  based 
on  the  MX  Legal  Compendium.  The  COE  v/ill  provide  Legal  Compendium. 

C .  Protective  Relaying  System' 

i .  Determine  the  preferred  coordination  scheme, 

ii.  Determine  the  optimum  type  of  relaying  system. 

D.  Supervisory  Control  and  Data  Acquisition  System 

±.  Develop  a  list  of  functions  to  be  supervised  and  monitored 


or  controlled. 


utfcts- 


ii.  .Indicate  the  operational  requirements  of  remote  terminal 


iii-  Indicate  the  desired  type  and  rate  of  communication s  between 
remote  terminals  and  central  control  unit. 

.  _  iv.  Discuss  the  operational  requirements  of  complete  systems 

relative  to  security,  control,  and  maintenance. 

v.  Determine  the  feasibility  of  expanding  existing  utility 
company  SCADJV  systems. 

£„  Metering  and  Communication  Requirements 

x.  Determine  the  optimum  metering  system  for  the  transmission 
system  based  ton  user  and  utility  company  requirements. 

ii.  Provide  recommendations  -tor  local  communication  systems 
within  the  power  transmission  system. 


iii.  Air  Force  requirements  shall  be  provide!  by  the  Corps  of 


Engineers . 


F.  Line  Transposition  Study.  Prepare  a  preliminary  line  transposition  | 
study  to  determine  whether  a  more  detailed  study  is  required.  A  final  study,  if 
required,  shall  be  completed  by  others  and  is  not  part  of  this  scope  of  work. 


G.  Load  Flow  Study 

i.  Identify  power  source  locations,  types,  capacities,  Rhd 


quality. 
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demand,  paa-k 

demand 

,  and  connected  loads. 

1 

iii. 

Indicate  the  load  flow  on  transmission 

lines 

during  normal 

conditions. 

• 

iv. 

Indicate  the  load  flow  for  single  line 

outran 

as,  substations. 

( 
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switchyards,  and  at  all  other  load  points. 

v.  Provide  transmission  system  voltages, 
vi.  Display  all  results  in  tabular  form. 

H.  Availability/Reliabilitv- Study 

i.  Calculate  empirical  availability/reliability  values 
based  on  actual  utility  company  outages.  .  . 

ii.  Calculate  availability/reliability  values  baaed  on  ATM  53-15. 

i±i.  Determine  the  effect  of  the  Supervisory  control  and  Data 
Acquisition  System  on  availability/reliability- 

J.  Fault  Analysis  Study 

i.  Obtain  from  the  utilities  the  single  phase  line-to-ground 

and  three  phase  fault  equivalence  for  the  KX/Utilities  system  interfaces.  • 

ii-  Determine  the  single  phase  line-to-ground  and  three  phase 
fault  equivalence  necessary  to  determine  the  equipment  fault  ratings  at 
substations ,  switchyards,  and  other  load  points. 

iii.  Provide  an  integrated. KX/Utility  power  system  fault  model. 

J.  '  Construction  Schedule 

•  i.  Develop  the  proposed  construction  phasing  of  the  recommended 
MX  power  transmission  system  as  a  function  of  Air  Force  need  dates,  and  the  COS 
Construction  Management  Concept.  The  Construction  Management  Concept  wall  oe 
provided  by  the  CCS  upon  completion  of  Phase  A. 

ii.  Indicate  procurement  phasing,  of  long  lead  electrical 
equipment  as  a  function  of  construction  phasing. 

iii.  Discuss  the  estimated  construction  period  for  each  proposed 
construction  phase  based  upon  the  materials  and  construction  methods.  Show 
phasing  on  a  bar  chart. 

a&s// 7^ 
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K. 


» 


Long’ Toad  Procurement  Iter.a 


i.  Provide  a  consolidated  list  of 
estimated  procurement  period  of  twelve  months  or  rr. 
the  sequence  of  procurement  such  that  a  facility  i 
equipment  as  a  function  of  construction  phasing, 
substations,  switchyards,  etc. 


all  equipment  with  an 
ore.  This  list  shall  establish 
s  completely  furnished  with 
Facilities  are  defined  as 


» 


ii.  Long  lead  equipment  list  shall  identify  each  item  as  to 
operational  ratings,  quantities,  lead  time  and  source  of  information. 

(3)  Miscellaneous  requirements  and  assumptions  to  prepare  the  study 
are  listed  in  paragraph  4. 

b.  Basing  Alternatives. 

(1)  200  missiles  in  Nevada/Utah  with  the  main  base  at  either  Coyote 

Springs,  Nevada  or  Seryl/ttilford,  Utah. 


» 


I 


(2)  100  missiles  in  Texas/New  Mexico. 

(3)  Split  basing  alternatives  with  100  missiles  each  in  Nevada/Utah  and  Texa: 
New  Mexico  and  the  main  operating  bases  at  Coyote  Springs,  Nevada  and  Clbvis, 

New  Mexico. 


4.  Miscellaneous  Items 

.  I 

a.  Format.  All  submittals  shall  consist  of  a  narrative  description; 
supplemented  by  sketches,  schematics,  and  drawings;  calculations;  and  construction 
estimates,  sectionalized  by  subject  matter  into  ten  (10)  volumes  as  defined  in 
the  ’’Deliverables  Schedule" . 


(1)  Standard  sheet  size  shall  be  8  1/2"  x  11".  Foldouts  shall  be  sized 
as  necessary  to  cover  material  but  not  larger  than  22"  x  22  1/2".  Foldout  sheets- 
shall  be  folded  so  that  publication  number  and  page  number  show.  The  outside 
edge  of  the  sheet  after  folding  shall  be ’B  1/2"  from  the  binding  edge  of  the 
sheet-  Foldouts  need  not  be  provided  for  preliminary  and  interim  submittals. 

(2)  Reproduction  area  shall  be  approximately  6  1/2"  x  9"  allowing 

1  1/2"  for  binding  margin,  1/2"  for  other  side  margin  and  1"  top  and  bottom. 


I 


» 


(3)  Pages  shall  be  numbered. 

(4)  All-pages  shall  be  printed  head  to  head. 

(5)  Pages  may  be  printed  both  sides  except  that  foldout/foldup  pages 
shall  be  printed  one  side  and  shall  be  right  hand  pages. 
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(6) 


Each  volume  shall  be  sectional ized  us  follows : 

Title  Page 
Table  of  Contents 
List  of  Major  Illustrations  .  . 

Introduction 
Main  Text 
Glos  s  ary/ Append  i>: 

(7)  Provide  for  an  Executive  Summary. 

(8)  Copies  shall  be  bound  in  heavy  duty  binders. 

(9)  A  complete  list  of  all  vomur.es  shall  be  referenced  in  each  volume . 

(10)  The  Sacramento  District  project  manager  shall -be  consulted  prior 
to  any  changes  ir.  format. 


b.  The  narrative  description  shall  not  only  limit  itself  to  the  various 
schemes,  studies  and  other  related  tasks  but  shall  also  address  seismic 
considerations,  climatic  considerations,  listing  of  established  criteria  and 
recommendations  for  waivers  to  established  Air  Force  criteria  in  order  to 
implement  the  recommended  transmission  system,  a  list  of  agencies  contacted 
(name  of  individual,  address,  telephone  number)  . 

c„  Drawings,  sketches  and  diagrams  shall  only  be  provided  to  supplement 
the  narrative  description. 

(1)  The  optimal  transmission  system  and  proposed  corridors  may  be 
shown  on  multiple  drawings,  provided  the  scale  is  sufficient  to  allow  proper 
resolution.  Maximum  use  shall  be  made  of  the  topographic  maps  developed  by 
the  US  Geological  Survey. 

(2)  Sketches  and  diagrams  shall  be  one-line. 
m  *  • 

d.  Calculations  shall  bo  limited  and  be  only  of  such  detail  to  assist  in 
the  decision  making  process  for  the  recommended  transmission  scheme. 

(1)  The  use  of  automatic  data  processing  systems  are  encouraged  whenever 
this  will  result  in  cost  reduction  and/or  improved  results.  Provide  input/output 
listings  as  an  integral  part  of  the  study. 

(2)  Two  sets  of  the  computer  printout  shall  be  provided  to  the  Sacramento 
District. 

(3)  Data  card  decks  or  tapes  used  for  final  computations  shall  be 
retained  by  the  A-E  for  the  life  of  the  design  program. 


.e.  The  procurement  cost  estimate  shall  be  a  budget type  corn  e  n  s  ura  t.  e  with 
the  stage  of  the  study.*  The  estimate  shall  be  bases  on  current  prices  and  the 
grand  totals  escalated  to  the  midpoint  of  procurement  for  each  of  the  proposed 
construction  phases. 

*  I 

(1)  The  estimate  shall  identify  equipment  for  substations,  switchyards, 
and  other  long  lead  items. 

(2)  Provide  for  a  cost  summary  sheet  for  each  phase  of  construction 
and  for  the  total  project. 

.(3)  A-E  to  utilize  Sacramento  District's  Cost  Estimating  Manual  as 
to  format. 

(4)  Availability  equipment,  and  anticipated  market  conditions  will  be 
considered  in  developing  the  estimate. 

f.  The  construction  cost  estimate  shall  be  a  budget  type  commensurate  with 
the  stage  of  the  study.  The  estimate  shall  be  based  on  current  prices  and 

the  grand  totals  escalated  to  the  midpoint  of  construction  for  each  of  the  proposed 
construction  and  procurement  phases. 

(1)  The  estimate  shall  identify  substations,  switchyards,  transmission 
line  support  structures,  protective  relaying  system,  supervisory  control  and 
data  acquisition  system,  metering  and  communications  systems,  and  other  main 
cost  items. 

(2)  .  Provide  for  a  cost  summary  sheet  for  each  phase  of  construction  and 
for  the  total  project. 

(3)  A-E  to  utilize  Sacramento  District's  Cost  Estimating  Manual  as 
to  format - 

(4)  Availability  of  labor,  materials,  local  labor  rates,  construction 
practice,  and  anticipated  construction  market  conditions  will  be  considered  in 
developing  the  estimate. 

g.  S  vs  terns  and  ecruicment  selection;  Prov.ice  tne  annual  cost  or  msmuenancc 
converted  to.  present  worth.  Capitalized  and  combined  wiuh  the  fiist  cost  to 
determine  the  most  economical  alternative. 

h.  llo  topographic  surveys  will  be  required  to  he  performed  by  the  A-E. 

Maximum  use  shall  be  made  of  existing  USGS  maps. 

i.  Review  comments  made  during  the  concept  study  shall  be  completely 
annotated  as  to  action  taken  by  the  A-E  and  returned  to  the  Sacramento  District 
with  the  submittal.  The  A-E's  transmittal  letter  shall  include  a  list  of 
rebutted  comments  with  a  clear  statement  outlining  the  A-E's  position. 
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j.  Two  progress  review  meetings  will  be  held  in  tine  A-E's  office.  The 
A-S  will  discuss  the  status  of  the  study  end  the  results  obtained  of  the  various 
studies.  Thirty-five  (35)  calendar  days  prior  to  each  meeting,  the  A-E  will 
distribute  for  review  a  summarised  package  i.a.w.  the  list  of  deliverables. 

5.  Deliverables  and  Period  of  Services.  The  iters  of  work  shall  be  completed 
and  ready  for  submittal  as  shown  in  Attachment  2.  Refer  to  Section  3a (2)  of  this 
scops  for  a  minimum  description  of  each  item  of  work. 

6.  Period  of  Service 

a.  '  Total  study:  270  calendar  days  after  notice  to  proceed.  This  includes 
review  times  by  the  Government  of  35  calendar  days  before  each  progress  review 
meeting,  but  does  not  include  the  final  review  period  of  the  period  for 
correction  of  finale. 

b.  Preliminary  Concept  Study  Incl  ICC  Power:  120  calendar  days  after  notice 
•to  proceed. 

c.  Preliminary  list  of  long  lead  procurement  item  (IOC)  :  90  calendar  days 

after  notice  to  proceed. 
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-10  Nevada  Power  Company 

ATTN:  Mr.  John  Arlidge  '  * 

Manager  Special  Projects 
P.  0.  Box  230 
Las  Vegas  NV  89151 

1.  We  are  transmitting  through  you  to  the  Nevada/Utah  Electric  Power  Utility  ) 

Group,  a  "Want"  List  of  technical  data  needed  by  the  COE  for  their  A-E  who 

is  developing  the  conceptual  study  of  the  M-X  Project,  Electrical  Transmission 
System. 

2.  Request  above  data  be  provided  to  AFRCE-MX/DEES  by  13  May  1981. 

I 

3.  If  it  will  be  necessary  to  incur  costs  in  obtaining  and  supplying  the 
technical  data  we  request,  please  so  advise  and  await  our  authorization. 


1  Atch 
"Kant"  List 

Cy  to:  HQ  USAF/RD-K  (tdXLO/Maj  Haff) 

HQ  USAF/RD-M  (MXLO/Maj  McMains) 


Vv' 


KX  MISSILE  PROJECT 


’•Kant’*  List  of  Technical  Data  Heeded 
•From  Electric  Utilities 


Geographical  and  single  line  diagrams  of  electric  facilities  within  the 
area,  down  to  and  including  2.4  kV.  This  should  include  both  present 
and  future  facilities  within  the  following,  counties: 


ST  ATE/CO  UfiTY 


ALTERNATIVE 


PA.  1-S 


•  Nevada 


Tsmerslda. 

*  reka 
-ander 
Lincoln 
Nye 

White  Pine 


Subtotal 


-  Utah 

Beaver 

Juab 

Millard 

Tooele 


Subtotal 


133 

323 

84 

953 

1.324 

437 


1,341 


Region  Total  j  4.600 j  —  j  2,300 

2.  Any  public  documents  involving  environmental  considerations  I 

for  transmission  or  distribution  facilities  on  recently  installed  or 
proposed  facilities. 

3.  Existing  philosophy  on  allocation  of  losses  and  operation  and  maintenance  in 
the  ca.se  of  joint  use  of  facilities  by  two  or  more  utilities. 

I 

4.  Equipment  or  transmission  line  requirements  as  defined  by  utility  construction 
standards  or  customer  connection  standards. 

5.  Company  safety  practices  on  customer  connections  involving  customer  connected 

generation.  I 

6.  At  the  potential  source  connection  points: 

a.  Equivalent  impedances,  both  positive  and  zero  sequence  impedances. 

b.  Voltage  regulation  and  any  limitations  on  "in"  or  "out”  var  flow.  I 

# 

c.  Restrictions  such  as  geographical  on  the  addition  of  connections  to 
present  source  points  (substations). 

■  * 

d.  Billing  metering  and  telemetering  facilities  including  "type*,  location, 
need  for  backup  and  preferred  nethods  of  totalization. 


e.  Types  of  supervisory  control  end  potential  for  adding  points  along 
with  associated  communications. 

f.  Types  of  protective-  relaying  and  assoicated  ccL-nunications. 

g.  Need  for  voice  communications  between  the  utility  and  Mi  facilities. 

Identify  specific  requirements  that  utilities  nay  have  for  design  and 
.construction  of  temporary  distribution  and  transmission  facilities  for  Coyo 
Spring,  NV;  Beryl.  UT:  and  Milford.  UT.  State  requirements  for  upgrading 
existing  lines  to  accommodate  1'0B/IAA/03TS  loads  and  DDA  loads  in  Dry  Lake 
Valley,  Wah  L’ah  Valley.  Pine  Valley,  Dslmar  Valley,  Pahroc  Valley,  Snake 
Valley,  Tule  Valley,  and  Whirlwind  Valley. 

Submit  names,  addre<ses,  and  phone  numbers  for  the  following  utility 
company  personnel:  - 

a.  Coordinator/Project  Engineer.  . 

b.  Technical  Representatives. 

Indicate  in  general  .the  steps  necessary  to  proceed  to  design  and 
construction  of  future  systems,  including  the  feasibility  of  obtaining 
necessary  approvals.  Show  realistic  time-frames  for  accomplishing  the 
above  (EIS,  utility  coordination,  etc.). 

.  Provide  a  summary  of  critical- transmission  and  distribution  systems 

design  and  construction  standards  and  requirements,  including  the  follovin 

a.  Environmental  constraints  pn  construction, 

b.  Design  standards  for  pole  foundations,  pole  types,  substation/ 
switchyards,  etc. 


UTAH  MX  COORDINATION  OFFICE 

448  EAST  400  SOUTH,  SUITE  103 
SALT  LAKE  CITY,  UTAH  841 1 1 

Phone  <80M  364-9647 

SCOTT  M.  MATHESON  KENNETH  C.  OLSON 

GOVERNOR  '  PROJECT  MANAGER 


MEMORANDUM 


TO: 

All  Interested  Persons 

/ 

FROM: 

Utah  MX  Coordination  Office  (// 

DATE: 

June  25,  1981 

SUBJECT: 

MX  Siting  Review  Board  Meeting 

One  May  22,  1981,  the  first  meeting  of  the  MX  Siting  Review  Board  was  held 
in  Room  305  of  the  Utah  State  Capitol.  The  agenda  and  attendance  list  are 
attached.  The  discussion  is  summarized  below. 

Colonel  Bill  Sims  (AFRCE-MX/DEV)  began  the  meeting  by  introducitn  the  Air  Force 
representatives,  followed  by  the  introduction  of  all  others  present.  He  dis¬ 
cussed  the  responsibilities  of  the  Air  Force  Regional  Civil  Engineer's  Office 
for  MX  (AFRCE-MX)  and  the:  Ballistic  Missile  Office  (BMO).  AFRCE-MX  is  respons¬ 
ible  for  the  siting  and  functioning  of  the  MX  weapon  system. 

Brig.  Gen.  Charles  Lamb  is  the  Air  Force  Regional  Civil  Engineer  for  MX.  With¬ 
in  the  AFRCE-MX  are  several  division,  including  the  Environmental  Planning  Div¬ 
ision  which  is  headed  by  Colonel  Sims  (AFRCE-MX/DEV).  The  deputy  of  this  div¬ 
ision  is  Lt.  Colonel  Bill  Verkest.  Within  the  Environmental  Planning  Division 
are  several  branches,  including  the  Comprehensive  Planning  Branch  which  is 
headed  by  John  Solid,  (AFRCE-MX/DEVC) .  Siting  activities  are  conducted  in  this 
branch.  Major  Mike  Elliott  coordinates  MX  weapon  siting  within  the  designated 
deployment  area,  and  Captain  Wayne  Snowbarger  coordinates  siting  for  the  main 
operating  base. 

The  siting  coordination  process  was  then  reviewed.  The  purpose  of  the  MX  Siting 
Review  Board  is  to  formalize  the  communications  network  in  order  to  get  inter¬ 
active  feedback  on  the  MX  weapon  system  siting  proposals  in  a  methodical  way. 

The  basing  mode  decision  is  expected  in  June  of  1981,  and  Colonel  Sims  briefly 
discussed  the  land  withdrawal  process. 

At  present,  227  cluster  (5291  shelters)  have  been  preliminarily  sited  in  all  of 
the  deployment  area  valleys  in  Utah.  This  gives  the  Air  Force  a  10  percent  or 
27  clusters  maneuvering  ability.  Ultimately,  the  Air  Force  must  choose  200 
of  the  227  clusters  revised  second-iteration  site  layouts  for  the  Initial  Operat¬ 
ing  Capability  (IOC)  valleys  by  June  19,  1981  (subsequently  revised  to  June  30,1981). 


All  Interested  Persons 
Page  2 

June  24,  1981 


The  Air  Force  will  review  and  react  to  the  comments  on  the  layouts.  Further, 
the  siting  methodology  is  also  open  to  review  and  comment.  The  IOC  valleys 
layouts  should  be  discussed  in  detail.  The  outcome  of  the  site  review  process 
will  be  documented  by  the  Siting  Review  Board's  meeting  minutes;  decisions  will 
be  on  a  concensus  basis  indicating  that  the  siting  process  is  acceptable  and/or 
amendments  to  the  process  will  be  incorporated.  The  Tier  II  process  involves 
incremental  approval  of  site  layouts. 

A  clarification  of  the  MX  Siting  Review  Board  decision-making  process  was  re¬ 
quested;  i.e.,  is  the  process  act^eact  or  interactive,  what  is  the  purpose  of 
the  board  and  the  reasons  for  its  creation.  The  Air  Force  prefers  that  the 
board  have  an  act/react  review  and  recommendation  process  having  appropriate 
supporting  documentation.  It  will  not  be  a  decision-making  body.  Of  course, 
this  process  will  be  influenced  by  the  data  and  constraint  evaluations  from 
the  siting  comments;  the  Air  Force  expects  there  to  be  environmental  resource 
trade-off  and  mitigation  proposals.  Divergent  viewpoints  will  be  conveyed  by 
the  Air  Force  representatives  to  their  superiors.  Disagreements  and  resistance 
must  be  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  decision  makers. 

A  concern  was  raised  that  the  Air  Force  develop  a  process  that  facilitates  the 
interchange  of  comments  among  board  members.  Successful  dialogue  would  necess¬ 
itate  exchange  of  opinions/comments.  The  Air  Force  agreed  and  said  that  their 
siting  comments  would  be  open  to  review  by  all-  It  was  suggested  that  the 
board  members  send  copies  of  their  siting  comments  to  one  another.  The  Air 
Force  policy  is  that  comments  to  be  coordinated  at  the  MX  Site  Review  Board 
meeting,  not  prior;  the  Air  Force  wants  an  open,  nonmanipulative  review  process 

In  summary,  the  purpose  of  the  MX  Site  Review  Board  is  one  of  information  ex¬ 
change,  coordination  of  siting  layouts,  review  of  siting  conflicts  and  identi¬ 
fication  of  appropriate  mitigation  measures. 

The  operation  of  the  board  was  then  reviewed.  The  Air  Force  will  internally 
review  the  preliminary  MX  weapon  system  site  layouts.  The  board  members  will 
be  the  focal  points  for  distribution  of  the  preliminary  layouts  within  their 
own  organizations  and  for  the  review  of  the  layouts,  which  will  be  forwarded  to 
the  Air  Force  before  board  meetings.  The  comments  will  be  discussed  at  the 
board  meetings,  and  documentation  of  approvals  or  disagreements  will  be  through 
the  meeting  minutes  or  letters/memorandums. 

A  clarification  of  the  decision-making  hierarchy  was  requested.  The  Air  Force 
indicated  that  decisions  following  the  Tier  I  decisions  are  dependent  on  the 
enabling  legislation;  decision-making  authority  could  be  delegated  increment- 
ally  (possibly  to  the  Secretaries  of  Defense  and  Interior),  or  Congress  could 
retain  the  prerogative  to  make  decisions  at  the  legislative  level.  AFRCE-MX 
will  prepare  the  land  withdrawal  proposals,  which  will  then  be  sent  to  the 
Pentagon,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  real-estate  section  and  the  BLM.  Public 
hearings  will  be  held  on  individual  applications.  The  spec-ific  decisions  would 
be  made  in  accordance  with  the  land  withdrawal  legislation. 

The  Air  Force  was  asked  to  clarify  under  what  conditions  the  Air  Force  decision 
makers  changing  the  board's  recommended  approvals.  The  Air  Force  suggested 
that,  for  example,  decisions  could  be  made  to  not  site  the  weapon  system  in  all 
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or  part  of  controversial  valleys,  or  to  site  the  weapon  system  outside  of  the 
suitability  zones  (which  would  require  a  supplemental  Tier  I  environmental 
impact  statement). 

The  BLM  asked  who  had  participated  in  the  development  of  the  siting  criteria. 

The  Air  Force  said  that  the  BLM  had  been  involved  in  all  major  aspects  of 
siting.  They  had  provided  the  Air  Force  as  much  feedback  and  assistance  as 
possible,  given  the  BLM's  manpower  constraints. 

The  operation  of  the  board  was  then  discussed  in  greater  detail.  ERTEC  Western 
prepares  the  site  proposals.  The  Air  Force  cursorily  review  these  for  adequacy. 
The  focal  points  for  recommendations  would  be  the  board  members. 

A  question  was  raised  about  the  participation  of  federal  agencies  (in  addition 
to  the  BLM  and  US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service)  on  the  board;  the  Air  Force  asked 
for  clarification.  It  was  suggested  that  the  USDA  and  USDOT,  as  well  as  other 
federal  agencies,  could  conceivably  be  interested  in  reviewing  the  site  layouts, 
but  there  is  no  opportunity  for  this  to  occur  as  the  board  is  currently  struc¬ 
tured.  Coloned  Sims  said  that  the  Air  Force  would  contact  the  Federal  Regional 
Council  in  Denver  (Region  VIII)  and  solicit  the  participation  of  other  interest¬ 
ed  federal  agencies.  The  Corps  of  Engineers  suggested  that  participation  on 
the  board  be  restricted  to  land  managers.  The  Forest  Service  indicated  that  to 
date,  their  agency  had  been  neglected  by  the  Air  Force.  Colonel  Si»s  agreed 
that  there  were  problems  and  said  that  the  Air  Force  is  currently  attempting 
to  resolve  them.  The  Air  Force  said  that  they  would  prefer  written  comments  on 
the  site  layouts;  maps  are  acceptable  supporting  documentation. 

The  siting  process  was  then  reviewed.  The  system  was  overviewed,  showing  the 
Designated  Assembly  Area  (DAA)  connected  to  the  Designated  Deployment  Area  (DDA) 
via  the  Designated  Transportation  Network  (DTN),  which  also  connects  the  clusters, 
which  are  connected  to  the  shelters  via  unpaved  clusters  roads.  The  conceptual 
regional  layout  proposal  v/as  then  discussed.  The  distance  from  the  DAA  to  the 
nearest  cluster  is  about  30  miles,  from  the  DAA  to  the  nearest  Area  Support 
Center  (ASC)  is  about  100  miles,  from  the  DAA  to  the  farthest  cluster  is  about 
330  miles,  and  from  ASC  to  ASC  is  about  110  miles.  The  average  speed  of  the 
transport  vehicle  is  25  miles  an  hour.  The  DTN  will  be  open  to  public  use. 

In  fact,  only  the  fenced  physical  facilities  (shelters,  cluster  maintenance 
facilities,  area  support  centers,  etc.)  will  not  be  accessable  to  the  public. 

The  Air  Force  reiterated  their  policy  of  unimpared  public  access  during  construc¬ 
tion  and  operations. 

THe  MX  land  withdrawal  concept  was  then  reviewed.  The  legislative  proposal  will 
contain  survey  legal  descriptions  for  the  sites  in  the  IOC  valleys,  as  well  as 
a  Tier  II  Environmental  Assessment.  Protracted  legal  descriptions  will  be  prov¬ 
ided  for  the  remaining  deployment  area  sites.  Congressional  approval  will  result 
in  segregation  of  all  of  the  land  parcels  needed  to  meet  the  MX  requirements. 

The  surveyed  sites  in  the  IOC  valleys  v/ould  be  immediately -released  to  the  Air 
Force;  the  Department  of  Interior  would  be  empowered  to  release  the  remaining 
IOC  sites  on  an  incremental  basis,  according  to  procedures  approved  by  Congress. 

The  land  withdrawal  for  the  IOC  was  then  discussed  in  greater  detail.  The  IOC 
land  v/ithdrawal  proposal  will  include:  the  main  operating  base  and  facilities. 
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the  designated  assembly  area,  the  operational  base  test  site,  ten  missile 
clusters  (230  shelters),  the  designated  transprotation  network  and  the  cluster 
roads.  The  Tier  1 1 A  environmental  assessment  for  the  main  operating  base  site 
will  be  written  by  HDR;  EDAW  Inc.  is  the  Air  Force  consultant  doing  the  Pase 
Comprehensive  Plan  for  the  main  operating  base.  The  Corp  of  Engineers  will 
manage  the  construction  activities;  they  are  the  Air  Force's  construction 
agent. 

The  Air  Force  said  that  the  siting  layouts  will  vary  according  to  the  siting 
criteria  applied.  The  Air  Force  wants  to  develop  a  generic  siting  process  that 
will  work  regardless  of  the  criteria  used.  The  Air  Force  was  asked  whether 
changes  in  the  siting  criteria  would  affect  the  suitable/siteable  area  boundaries. 
The  Air  Force  said  that  the  criteria  do  affect  the  siting  boundaries. 

The  representative  of  the  Southern  Paiutes  said  that  the  tribe  was  having  diffi¬ 
culty  dealing  with  the  multiple-track  environmental  tiering  process.  Colonel 
Sims  acknowleged  the  tribe's  concerns  but  indicated  that  the  layered  process  was 
due  to  the  Air  Force's  tight  constraints. 

The  siting  criteria  were  then  discussed  in  detail.  The  geotechnical  requirements 
(exclusion  criteria)  are  areas  where  the  depth  to  bedrock  is  less  than  50  feet, 
depth  to  ground  water  is  less  than  50  feet,  the  grade  is  greater  than  10  percent, 
and  the  drainage  spacing  is  unacceptable  (e.g.,  there  are  two  10-foot  drainages 
less  than  a  thousand  feet  apart).  The  geotechnical  considerations  (avoidance 
criteria)  are  areas  where  there  is  advers  terrain,  perrenial  drainage,  playas, 
ground  cracks,  sheet  flooding  or  potentially  active  faults 

Environmental  and  cultural  site  factors  were  then  discussed.  The  exclusion 
criteria  include  wilderness  areas,  Indian  reservations,  forests,  parks,  monuments 
grasslands,  preserves,  wildlife  refuges,  Indian  grazing  lands,  historic  sites 
and  population  centers.  Also  considered  are  the  Corps  of  Engineers  exclusion 
areas,  areas  of  high  potential  economic  resource  areas  (mineral),  and  population 
stand-off  distances  (18  nautical  miles  from  communities  of  more  than  25,000 
people  or  three  nautical  miles  from  communites  of  more  than  3,000  people). 

Avoidance  and  mitigation  factors  were  then  discussed.  These  include  the  legal 
and  policy  restraints  authorized  in  the  MX  DEIS,  such  as  threatened  and  endanger¬ 
ed  species,  historic  properties,  sacred  sites,  air  quality  nonattainment  areas, 
prime  farmlands  and  paleontological  resource  areas.  The  stand-ff  requirements 
include  roads  and  highways,  power  lines,  pipelines  and  inhabited  buildings. 

Environmental  and  cultural  resources  were  also  considered.  These  include  sensitive 
sensitive  species  habitiat  and  natural  areas. 

A  question  was  raised  about  HDR  and  ERTEC  suitability  zones  conflicts.  The  Air 
Force  was  asked  to  specify  how  the  data  was  provided,  since  the  states  need  to 
verify  the  accuracy  of  the  constraint  data.  The  Air  Force  agreed  to  furnish  en¬ 
vironmental  resource  constraint  maps  to  Utah. 

The  siting  methodology  was  then  discussed.  The  geotechnically  suitable  area 
boundaries  are  defined;  the  layouts  are  the  delineated  within  the  geotechnically 
suitable/environmentally  siteable  boundaries.  To  date,  resiting  has  been  by 
bilateral  arrangement  (i.e.,  between  the  Air  Force  and  special  interest  group 
or  individual).  The  siting  review  board  will  open  up  this  process. 


K-X  DEPLOYMENT  AREA  SITING  COORDINATTO 


HESTINC  $1  » 

PROPOSED  AGENDA 

1.  INTRODUCTION  -  USAF 

ft 

2.  INTRODUCTION  OF  ATTENDEES 

3.  SITING  COORDINATION  GENERAL  REVIEW  AND  DISCUSSION  -  ALL 

A.  PURPOSE  I 

B.  MODE  OP  OPERATION 

C.  DECISION  AUTHORITY 

D„  OTHER  ft 

4.  OVERVIEW  OP  THE  SITING  PROCESS 

A.  K-X  LAND  WITHDRAWAL  CONCEPT 

B.  IOC  VALLEYS  -  FOLLOW-ON  VALLEYS  * 

C.  SITING  CRITERIA 

D.  SITING  METHODOLOGY 

> 

E.  MITIGATION  ISSUES 

5.  OVERVIEW  OP  SITING  LAYOUT  DRAWINGS 

A.  REGIONAL  LAYOUT 

I 

.  t 

B.  IOC  VALLEYS  -  DRY  LAKE  (NEVADA  ONLY)  PINE  AND  WAH  WAH  (UTAH  ONLY) 

C.  FOLLOW-ON  VALLEYS  -  CAVE,  DELAMAR,  PAHROC,  1TJLESKOE  (NEVADA  ONLY) 

D.  DESIGNATED  TRANSPORTATION  NETWORK  (DTN)  | 

6.  CENERAL  DISCUSSION  -  ISSUES  FROM  THE  FLOOR 

7.  DISTRIBUTION  OF  ADDITIONAL  SITING  MATERIALS 

8.  ADJOURNMENT  » 
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ATTACHMENT  3 


Meeting  Minutes,  Agendas,  Attendance  Lists  and  Handouts  for 
All  Functional  Area  Meetings 


UTAH  MX  COORDINATION  OFFICE 

448  EAST  400  SOUTH,  SUITE  103 
SALT  LAKE  CITY,  UTAH  84111 

Phone  (801)  364-9647 

KENNETH  C.  OLSON 
PROJECT  MANAGER 


MEMORANDUM 


TO:  All  Interested  Persons 

FROM:  Utah  MX  Coordination  Office  j  ... 

DATE:  May  13,  1981 

SUBJECT:  Air  Force  MX  Siting  Meeting 


On  April  23,  1981,  an  Air  Force  MX  Siting  Meeting  was  held  in  Room  303 
of  the  State  Capitol  in  Salt  Lake  City.  A  copy  of  the  agenda,  attendance 
list  and  handouts  is  attached.  The  discussion  is  summarized  below. 

Major  Mike  Elliott  of  the  Air  Force  Regional  Civil  Engineer's  Office 
(AFRCE-MX)  began  by  stating  that  the  Air  Force  had  been  working  on  the 
siting  system  for  the  past  nine  months  and  that  it  was  finally  beginning 
to  fit  together.  The  Air  Force  felt  that  they  needed  to  do  a  better  job 
of  getting  input  from  the  state,  local  and  private  sector.  This  is  a 
preliminary  meeting,  prior  to  the  initiation  of  a  formal  siting  review 
board,  which  would  problably  be  holding  its  first  meeting  within  a  month. 

The  purpose  of  the  meeting  is  to  do  a  complete  debriefing  of  what  the 
Air  Force  and  its  contractors  have  done  in  Pine  and  Wah  Hah  Valleys,  Utah. 
Stan  Madsen  of  ERTEC  explained  that  three  valleys  had  been  chosen:  Dry 
Lake  Valley,  Nevada  and  Pine  and  Wah  Wah  Valleys,  Utah  for  the  puropse 
of  having  ten  clusters  operational  by  mid-1985,  the  Initial  operating 
Capability  (IOC)  date.  The  Air  Force  has  opted  for  ten  cluster  in  Dry 
Lake  Valley  and  five  cluster  each  in  Pine  and  Wah  Wah  Valleys. 

One  of  the  changes  to  the  baseline  system  is  that  it  has  switched  to 
direct  connect,  which  means  that  the  cluster  roads  will  go  directly  from 
one  shelter  to  the  next.  ERTEC  reported  that  their  report  on  the  IOC 
weapon  system  layout  is  in  draft  form,  but  it  will  be  submitted  to  the 
Air  Force  very  soon.  Every  time  the  Designated  Transportation  Network  ( DTK ) 
is  changed,  the  shelters  have  to  be  modified.  Furthermore,  there  will  have 
to  be  a  2,500  foot  stand-off  distance  between  power  lines  and  any  shelter. 


SCOTT  M.  MATHESON 
GOVERNOR 
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The  initial  weapon  system  layout  for  Way  Wah  Valley  had  to  be  changed 
to  regroup  cluster  because  of  a  DTN  rerouting. 

Before  the  surveyors  began  their  work,  a  geotechnical  and  monument  survey 
was  done.  After  this  process  was  completed,  surveyors  prepared  legal 
descriptions  and  then  reports.  Since  the  question  remained  whether  the 
clusters  were  acceptable  or  not,  a  field  review  of  the  surveyed  sites 
ensued.  The  siting  review  board  will  make  a  final  decision  on  the  accept¬ 
ability  of  the  sites  at  a  later  date.  If  a  decision  is  made  to  change 
the  site  layout(s),  then  the  process  would  be  repeated. 

ERTEC  stated  that  approximately  12  acres  would  be  disturbed  for  each  2,5 
acre  shelter  site.  The  geotechnical  factors  affecting  the  shelter  location 
are  depth  to  rock  and  water  -  depths  must  be  more  than  50  feet.  The  BLM 
will  be  reviewing  wildlife  and  botanical  voucher  collections.  The  Utah 
State  Archeologist  has  visited  the  area.  Resitinq  will  be  recommended 
so  as  not  to  disturb  isolated  artifacts.  A  question  was  asked  about  the 
criteria  used  to  determine  resiting;  ERTEC  indicated  the  resiting  criteria 
was  in  their  report,  which  will  be  released  to  the  Air  Force  next  week. 

Biological  resources  were  discussed.  The  BLM  has  given  Air  Force  contractors 
biological  data  for  the  four  operating  base  sites  and  the  IOC  valleys.  The 
lists  of  protected  species  are  subject  to  change,  so  the  Air  Force  is  tak¬ 
ing  into  consideration  all  biological  resources  that  may  have  protected 
status  when  the  Air  Force  is  actually  in  construction.  The  majority  of 
the  biological  work  conducted  to  date  has  focused  on  plants.  No  sitings 
were  recommended.  It  was  pointed  out  that  these  studies  were  done  only 
in  one  season  (primarily  winter),  and  it  is  generally  not  possible  to  deter¬ 
mine  what  is  happening  during  the  other  three  seasons,  the  Air  Froce  stated 
that  they  were  considering  doing  additional  biological  studies  in  other 
different  seasons,  especially  spring.  The  Utah  Division  of  Wildlife  Resources 
stated  that  they  would  help  the  Air  Force  and  their  contractors  determine 
the  impacts  in  the  long  term;  an  environmental  constraint  analysis  for  Pine 
and  Wah  Wah  Valleys  has  already  been  given  to  the  Air  Force. 

The  Air  Force  stated  that  HDR  will  be  doing  the  Tier  II  environmental  assess¬ 
ments. 

A  question  was  asked  whether  the  Air  Force  would  be  holding  a  siting  review 
meeting  in  southern  Utah.  The  Air  Force  indicated  that  they  would  hold  sit¬ 
ing  review  meetings  in  Nevada  and  Utah,  and  they  v/ould  repeat  this  meeting 
on  May  15  in  Milford,  Utah.  Further,  the  Air  Force  stated  that  if  Nevada 
and  Utah  are  selected  for  full  basing,  the  Air  Force  will  use  the  IOC  shelter 
locations,  since  most  of  the  sites  are  good  (i.e.,  geotechnically  and  envi¬ 
ronmentally  acceptable). 

The  Air  Force  was  asked  about  the  status  of  cluster  five  in  Pine  Valley  and 
what  (if  any)  alternative  solutions  were/are  being  examined.  Major  Elliott 
stated  that  the  decision  has  been  made  to  proceed  the  land  withdrawal  require¬ 
ments.  The  Air  Force  is  aware  that  cluster  five  has  a  few  problmes,  but 
there  may  not  be  an  easy  way  to  solve  them.  The  easy  solution  would  be  to 
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move  the  cluster,  but  that  may  not  be  feasible  for  the  Air  Force  taking 
everything  into  consideration. 

Several  questions  were  raised  about  the  work  that  ERTEC  is  doing  on  shelter 
siting  and  its  integration  with  DTN  siting. 

The  State  of  Utah  stated  that  the  analysis  and  assessment  of  environmental 
resources  in  the  siting  process  used  by  the  Air  Froce  needs  improvement. 

It  seems  that  the  analysis  and  assessment  of  geotechnical  and  engineering 
criteria  is  working  well.  The  Air  Force  stated  that  the  integration  of 
environmental  siting  criteria  is  open  for  modification. 

The  Air  Force  indicated  that  after  IOC  valleys  have  been  evaluated  and  ap¬ 
proved  using  this  process,  all  of  the  remaining  deployment  valleys  will  be 
handled  in  the  same  fashion.  There  will  be  an  environmental  assessment  of 
impacts  done  on  all  of  the  other  valleys.  The  Air  Force  said  they  have 
relied  on  the  BLM  to  tell  them  how  to  do  the  environmental  assessments  as 
well  as  invited  the  BLM  to  tell  them  how  to  do  the  Tier  I  environmental 
impact  statement  for  deployment  area  selection  and  land  withdrawal/acquis¬ 
ition. 

The  Air  Force  was  asked  why  the  ranchers  had  not  been  given  any  consideration 
in  the  siting  process.  The  ranchers  had  not  been  contacteo  by  the  Air  Force 
as  had  been  promised.  Major  Elliott  stated  that  the  Air  Force  is  aware  of 
the  ranching  problems  and  the  ranchers'  concerns  had  been  taken  into  con¬ 
sideration  in  siting  the  weapon  system;  clusters  were  moved  because  of 
Animal  Unit  Months  (AUMs).  The  ranchers  have  asked  the  Air  Force  to  map 
the  white  sage  in  Pine  Valley  and  stay  away  form  it  in  siting  if  at  all 
possible.  The  Air  Force  is  going  to  do  the  mapping  but  in  all  honesty  may 
not  be  able  to  avoid  the  white  sage. 

Major  Elliot  stated  that  the  Tier  I  environmental  impact  statement  was 
supposed  to  address  the  differences  in  full  or  split  basing  the  weapon 
system  in  Texas/New  Mexico  and  Utah/Nevada.  The  other  "tiered"  environ¬ 
mental  assessments  will  address  vicinity  zone  and  site-specific  impacts. 

The  meaning  of  "new  impacts"  was  asked  and  Major  Elliott  replied  that  it 
probably  meant  different  impacts. 

It  was  mentioned  that  the  prairie  dog  colonies  will  be  avoided  by  a  one- 
mile  stand-off  distance  for  the  DTN.  Some  of  the  possible  solutions  to 
handling  both  the  MX  and  wildlife  are  1)  to  declare  MX  areas  temporary 
wildlife  areas,  2)  to  control  firearms  as  well  as  other  alternatives. 
Mitigation  means  a  reduction  in  impacts,  not  necessarily  an  elimination 
of  impacts. 


AIR  FORCE  SITING  MEETING 
Roon  303,  State  Capitol,  Salt  Lake  City 
1:00  -  5:00  p.m. 

April  23,  1981 

AGENDA 


I.  Air  Force  Presentation  of  Pine  and  Wah  Wah  Valleys  Environmental 
Assessments  and  Integration  of  Utah  Environmental  Data  on  These 
Valleys  -  Air  Force 

II.  Discussion  of  Pine  and  '..'ah  Hah  Valleys  Siting  Problems  -  Open 

III.  Presentation  of  Alternative  OTH  Routings  for  Pine  and  Wah  Wah  Valleys, 
Transmittal  of  Maps  and  Solicitation  of  Input  -  Air  Force 

IV.  Presentation  of  ASC  Siting  Near  Delta,  Transmittal  of  Maps  and 
Solicitation  of  Input  -  Air  Force 

V.  General  Discussion  of  Beryl  and  Milford  05  Siting 


DTN  =  Designated  Transportation  Network 
ASC  =  Area  Support  Center 
0G  =  Operating  Base 

Please  call  364-9647  to  confirm  your  attendance.  Please  designate  an 
alternative  if  you  cannot  attend. 
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MX  SITING  MEETING 
SALT  LAKE  CITY 
23  APRIL  81 


1)  INTRODUCTION  -  (USAF) 

2)  PINE  &  WAH  WAH  -  FIELD  SURVEYS  FOR  MX  IOC 

-  (ERTEC) 

a)  OVERVIEW 

b)  GEOTECHNICAL  CONSIDERATIONS 

c)  CULTURAL  RESOURCES 

d)  BIOLOGICAL  RESOURCES 

e)  SUMMARY  OF  RESULTS 

# 

3)  DISCUSSION  OF  PINE  &  WAH  WAH  SITING  PROBLEMS 

-  (OPEN) 


4)  DTN  SITING  -  (ERTEC) 

a)  DTN  CRITERIA 

b)  COYOTE  OB 

c)  BERYL  OB 

d)  MILFORD  OB 

e)  PINE  VS.  WAH  WAH  DTN 

(1)  SYSTEMS  CONSIDERATIONS 

(2)  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSIDERATIONS 

-  (MARTIN  MARIETTA) 

(3)  MITIGATIONS 


5)  AREA  SUPPORT  CENTER  SITING  -  (ERTEC) 

a)  CRITERIA 

b)  TULE  VS.  WHIRLWIND 

6)  OB  SITING  /  CLUSTER  STATUS  DISCUSSION  -  (OPEN) 


FIELD  SURVEYS,  IOC  VALLEYS 


AGENDA 

1.  OVERVIEW  OF  PROGRAM 

a.  Definition 

b.  Objectives 

c.  Methodology 

d.  Schedule 

2  GEOTECHNICAL  CONSIDERATIONS 

a.  Methodology 

b.  Factors  Affecting  Shelter  Locations 

c.  Results,  Wah  Wah  Valley 

d.  Results,  Pine  Valley 

3  CULTURAL  RESOURCES 

a.  Methodology 

b.  Findings,  Wah  Wah  Valley 

c.  Findings,  Pine  Valley 

4  BIOLOGICAL  RESOURCES 

a.  Methodology 

b.  Findings,  Wah  Wah  Valley 

c.  Findings,  Pine  Valley 

5  SUMMARY  OF  RESULTS 


FIELD  SURVEYS,  IOC  VALLEYS 


OBJECTIVES 


o  TO  JEST  FIELD  PROCEDURES  FOR  DETERMINATION  OF 
SHELTER,  CMF,  AND  RSS  LOCATIONS 

v ;  . .  - 


*  TO  PROVIDE  LEGAL  DESCRIPTIONS  FOR  LAND 

•  WITHDRAWAL  PURPOSES 


©  TO  ASSESS  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONDITIONS  AT  SHELTER, 
CMF  AND  RSS  SITES  AND  ALONG  SOME  ROAD 
CORRIDORS  AND  DETERMINE  WHAT  CHANGES  ARE 
NEEDED  TO  MINIMIZE  IMPACTS 


o  TO  IDENTIFY  PROBLEMS  ASSOCIATED  WITH  PRESENT 
LAYOUT  CRITERIA  AND  PROCEDURES 


•  TO  DETERMINE  THE  NUMBER  OF  SITES  TO  BE 
RELOCATED  FOR  GEOTECHNICAL  REASONS 


FIELD  SURVEYS,  IOC  VALLEYS 


FIELD  WORK  WILL  BE  PERFORMED  IN  THE  FOLLOWING 
VALLEYS: 

DRY  LAKE,  NEVADA  -10  CLUSTERS 
PINE,  UTAH  -  5  CLUSTERS 

WAH  WAH,  UTAH  -  5  CLUSTERS 


FIELD  SURVEYS  WILL  BE  PERFORMED  TO  LOCATE  AND 
PLACE  MONUMENTS  AT  ALL  SHELTER,  CMF,  AND  RSS 
SITES 


THE  ONLY  ROADS  TO  BE  STAKED  ARE  THE  DTN  AND 
ONE  CLUSTER  IN  DRY  LAKE  VALLEY 


ENVIRONMENTAL  INSPECTIONS  WILL  BE  MADE  AT 
EACH  SITE  AND  ALONG  A  150  FOOT  WIDE  CORRIDOR 
ALONG  THE  STAKED  ROAD  ALIGNMENTS 


ENVIRONMENTAL  REPORTS  AND  A  GENERAL  REPORT 
OF  THE  FIELD  PROGRAM  WILL  BE  PREPARED 


MX  SHE  LA  Y  (JUT  M tMuirtciiviui  a  i  o, 
HORIZONTAL  SHELTER 


OPEN  HEXAGONAL  PATTERN 

SHELTER  SPACING,  5200'+ 200' 

NOT  MORE  THAN  3  NEAREST  NEIGHBORS 

POSITIONS  FOR  34  OR  35  SHELTERS, 

SHOW  23 

MINIMUM  HORIZONTAL  RADIUS  OF  CURVATURE 
400' 

SHELTERS  ORIENTED  AWAY  FROM  NEAREST 
NEIGHBOR  BY  AT  LEAST  55° 

AVOID  USACE  RECOMMENDED  EXCLUSIONS 

POWER  LINES  <50  KV-750' 

50-250  KV-1250' 

>250  KV-2500' 

QUANTITY  DISTANCES  (AFR  127-100) 
Protective  structure  and  CMF  to: 

~  Existing  roads  with  ADT  >50 - 1780' 

-  Ihhabited  building - - - ^2965' 

-  Pipelines — — — — -  300' 

•  % 

CLUSTER  ROAD  GRADES  TO  NOT  EXCEED  5% 


MX  SITE  LAYOUT  CONSIDERATIONS 


AVOID  WILDERNESS  AREAS,  PARKS,  MONUMENTS,  INDIAN 
RESERVATIONS,  WILDLIFE  REFUGES,  ETC. 


INITIAL  LAYOUT  FOR 
IOC  FIELD  SJRVtYS 
WAH  VVAH  VALLEY,  UTAH 


fihm-  i.  a  your  »on  toe  helo  :u«vtn  i 

ETHAtCMT  L'M  AOAO* 
f!NC  VALLEY.  UTAH 


FIELD  SURVEY  METHODOLOGY 
IOC  VALLEYS 


transparency 
mounting  frame 


ENVIRONMENTAL  SURVEY 
AREA  AT  SHELTER  SITE 


GEOTECHNICAL  METHODOLOGY 


REVIEW  1:9600  MAPS 

REVIEW  1:25,000  AERIAL  PHOTOGRAPHS 

REVIEW  VERIFICATION  DATA 

PERFORM  SITE  INSPECTIONS  AND  IDENTIFY  SITES 
WITH  PROBLEMS  .  PREPARE  FIELD  SKETCHES  AND 
TAKE  PHOTOGRAPHS 

PREPARE  LIST  OF  RECOMMENDED  RESITINGS  AND 
REASONS  FOR  RESITINGS 

REVIEW  OF  LIST  BY  ERTEC  ENGINEERS  AND 
GEOLOGIST  AND  BY  PERSONNEL  FROM  AFRCE,  BMO, 
TRW,  AND  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS 

FIELD  REVIEW  OF  SELECTED  SITES 

FINAL  RESITING  DECISIONS  BY  AFRCE 


GEOTECHNICAL  FACTORS 
AFFECTING  SHELTER  LOCATIONS 

I  SUITABLE  AREA  FACTORS  (SITING  CRITERIA) 

•  Surface  or  Shallow  Rock 

•  Surface  or  Shallow  Water 

•  Adverse  Terrain 

Slopes  Greater  Than  10% 

II  S1TEABLE  AREA  FACTORS  (EVALUATION) 

•  Drainages  and  Washes 

•  Active  and  Potentially  Active  Faults 

•  Playa 

•  Ground  Cracks 

•  Potential  For  Sheet  Flooding 


SUMMARY  OF  RESULTS 
FIELD  SURVEYS,  IOC  VALLEYS 


NUMBER  OF  SHELTERS  RESITED 
FOR  GEOTECHNICAL  REASONS 


WAH  WAH  PINE 

SUITABLE  AREA  FACTORS  VALLEY  VALLEY 

Surface  or  Shallow  Rock  1  0 

Surface  or  Shallow  Water  0  0 

Adverse  Terrain  n  0 

Slope  Greater  Than  10%  '  0  0 

Sub  Total  1  0 


SITEABLE  AREA  FACTORS 

Drainages  and  Washes  13  14 

Active  and  Potentially  Active  Faults  0  1 

Playa  0  1 

Ground  Cracks  0  0 

Potential  For  Sheet  Flooding  0  0 

Sub  Total  13  16 


TOTAL  14 


16 


ENVIRONMENTAL  SURVEY  PROCEDURES 


i 


» 


i 


i 


Q  DEVELOPED  IN  CLOSE  COOPERATION  WITH 
BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 'AND  U.S. 

AIR  FORCE 

©  I  O  C  VALLEYS  TO  SERVE  AS  TEST  OF 
PROCEDURES 

©  PROCEDURES  MODIFIED  AS  A  RESULT  OF  FIELD 
EXPERIENCE  . 


» 


> 


» 


SURVEY  UNITS: 


1.  HORIZONTAL  SHELTER  SITES  (HSS) 


2.  REMOTE  SURVEILLANCE  SITES  (RSS) 


3.  CLUSTER  MAINTENANCE  FACILITIES  (CMF) 


1.  HSS 

2.  RSS 


SURVEY  AREAS: 


810  FEET  X  665  FEET  (12.36  ACRES) 

300  FEET  X  300  FEET  (2.06  ACRES) 


3.  CMF 


1.140  FEET  X  750  FEET  (19.62  ACRES) 


QUALITY  ASSURANCE 


1.  FORMS  (SAMPLE  UNIT  FORM,  WILDLIFE  & 
PLANT  FORMS,  MASTER  SPECIES  LIST,  SITE 
RECORD  FORMS) 

2.  JOURNALS  (FIELD  NOTES) 

3.  VOUCHER  COLLECTIONS  (BIOLOGY  ONLY) 

4.  ADVISORS  &  EXPERTS 


5.  VERIFICATION  PHOTOS 


AGENCY  CONTACTS 
CULTURAL  RESOURCES 


BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT  STATE 
AND  DISTRICT  OFFICES 

UTAH  STATE  HISTORICAL  SOCIETY 

ANTIQUITIES  SECTION,  SALT  LAKE  CITY 

UNIVERSITY  OF  UTAH 

SOUTHERN  UTAH  STATE  UNIVERSITY 


BLM  LIST  OF  CULTURAL  RESOURCES 
REQUIRING  AVOIDANCE 


PREHISTORIC 

1.  SITES  OR  FEATURES  LIKELY  TO  HAVE  DEPTH 

2.  ROCK  SHELTERS  AND  ROCK  ART  SITES 
IMMEDIATELY  EXPOSED  TO  FACILITY 
LOCATION 

3.  SITES  THAT  ARE: 

A.  LARGE  LITHIC  SCATTERS  WITH 
TEMPORALLY  OR  CULTURALLY 
DIAGNOSTIC  ARTIFACTS 

B.  MULTI-COMPONENT 

C.  MULTIPLE  ACTIV'TY  AREAS 

4.  BURIAL  SITES 

5.  ROCK  ALIGNMENTS  AND  CAIRNS 
HISTORIC 

1.  STRUCTURES  OLDER  THAN  50  YEARS 

2.  MULTI-COMPONENT  OR  MULTIPLE 
ACTIVITY  SITES 

3.  MINING  DEVELOPMENTS 

4.  CEMETERIES 

5.  EARLY  ROADS  AND  TRAILS 

NOTE: 

IN  ADDITION  TO  THESE  CRITERIA,  IT  WAS  AGREED 
THAT  SINCE  SO  FEW  ARCHEOLOGICAL  SITES  WERE 
DISCOVERED  IN  PINE  AND  WAH  WAH  VALLEYS 
CERTAIN  LITHIC  SCATTERS  IN  THESE  VALLEYS 
WOULD  REQUIRE  AVOIDANCE 


CULTURAL  RESOURCE  SURVEY  PROCEDURES 

1.  25-  METER  TRANSECTS  (BLM  "INTENSIVE”  SURVEY) 

2.  DATA  RECORDED  ON  STANDARD  SAMPLE  UNIT 
RECORD  AND  ANTIQUITIES  SITE  FORMS 
DEVELOPED  FOR  THE  MX  PROJECT 


CULTURAL  RESOURCE  COLLECTION  POLICY 

1.  ISOLATED  ARTIFACTS  DIAGNOSTIC  OF  CULTURE 


OR  CHRONOLOGY 


WAH  WAH  VALLEY 
CULTURAL  RESOURCES  FINDINGS 


A.  PREHISTORIC 

1.  ISOLATED  ARTIFACTS  39 

2.  LITHIC  SCATTERS  11 

TOTAL  50 

B.  HISTORIC 

1.  ISOLATED  ARTIFACTS  6 

2.  SCATTERS  _2 

TOTAL  8 

C.  PREHISTORIC  AND  HISTORIC 

1  SMALL  TEMPORARY  CAMPSITE  WITH 
HISTORIC  TRASH  DUMP 


KEY 

V,  CLUSTER 

*  SHELTER  SITE 

•  CLUSTER  MAINTENANCE  FACILITY  (CMF) 

—  BARRIER 

A  REMOTE  SURVEILLANCE  SITE  (RSS) 
DESIGNATED  TRANSPORTATION 

—  NETWORK  R OAD  (DTN) 

—  CLUSTER  ROAD 

—  SUITABLE  AREA  BOUNDARY 
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O  UTHIC  SCATTER  -  LARGE 
©  UTHIC  SCATTER  -  SMALL 
A  HISTORIC  SITE 

O  ISOLATED  ARTIFACT  (PREHISTORIC) 
□  ISOLATED  ARTIFACT  (HISTORIC) 

©  MILLING  STATION 
©  TEMPORARY  CAMP  (PREHISTORIC) 
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MX  SITING  INVESTIGATION 
DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE 
BMO/AFRCE-MX 


SAMPLE  CLUSTER  LAYOUT  AND 
ARCHEOLOGICAL  SITE  MAP 
VAH  WAH  VALLEY 


WAH  WAH  VALLEY 
CULTURAL  RESITINGS 

WAH  WAH  VALLEY 
SHELTER  UNITS 

4/8  -  LARGE  LITHIC  SCATTER 
5/5  -  LARGE  LITHIC  SCATTER 
5/7  -  LARGE  LITHIC  SCATTER 
CLUSTER  MAINTENANCE  FACILITY  3  - 

SMALL  LITHIC  SCATTER,  PREHISTORIC 
AND  HISTORIC  ISOLATES 


TOTAL  4 


PINE  VALLEY 

CULTURAL  RESOURCES  FINDINGS 


A.  PREHISTORIC 

1.  ISOLATED  ARTIFACTS  20 

2.  L1THIC  SCATTERS  J3_ 

TOTAL  23 

B.  HISTORIC 

1.  ISOLATED  ARTIFACTS  8 

C.  PREHISTORIC  AND  HISTORIC 

1.  HISTORIC  TRASH  DUMP  WITH  FLAKES 
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KEY 

3)  CLUSTER 

-  SHELIER  SITE 

m  CLUSTER  MAINTENANCE  FACILITY  (CMF) 

-  BARRIER 

a  REMOTE  SURVEILLANCE  SITE  (RSS) 

==  DESIGNATED  TRANSPORTATION 
“  NETWORK  ROAD  (DTN) 

—  CLUSTER  ROAD 

—  SUITABLE  AREA  BOUNDARY 
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O  LITHIC  SCATTER  *  LARGE 
©  LITHIC  SCATTER  -  SHALL 
A  HISTORIC  SITE 

E3  ISOLATED  ARTIFACT  (PREHISTORIC) 
□  ISOLATED  ARTIFACT  (HISTORIC) 
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MX  SITING  INVESTIGATION 
DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE 
8MO/AFRCE-MX 


SAMP l E  CLUSTER  LAYOUT  AND 
ARCHEOLOGICAL  SITE  MAP 
PINE  VALLEY 


PINE  VALLEY 
CULTURAL  RESITINGS 


PINE  VALLEY 

SHELTER  UNITS 

1/1  -  LITHIC  SCATTER 
3/21  -  LITHIC  SCATTER 


TOTAL  2 


PURPOSE  OF  BIOLOGICAL  STUDIES 


O  TO  OBTAIN  SITE-SPECIFIC  DATA  FROM  IOC  VALLEYS 

WITH  EMPHASIS  ON  PROTECTED  SPECIES  AND  HABITATS 


Q  TO  EVALUATE  SITE-SPECIFIC  IMPACTS 
AND  MITIGATION  MEASURES 


©  TO  TEST  AND  IMPROVE  FIELD  METHODS 


APPROACH  TO  BIOLOGICAL  STUDIES 


A.  REVIEW  AND  SUMMARIZE  EXISTING  DATA 
FROM  VARIOUS  SOURCES: 

©  BLM  -  UTAH  STATE  OFFICE 

~  CEDAR  CITY  DISTRICT  OFFICE 

O  UTAH  DIVISION  OF  WILDLIFE  RESOURCES 

©  UTAH  NATIVE  PLANT  SOCIETY 

©  OTHERS 

-  USFWS 

-  EPA 

-  UNIVERSITIES 


B.  CONDUCT  FIELD  PROGRAM 

©  METHODS  DEVELOPED  IN  CONJUNCTION  WITH  BLM 
©CONDUCTED  FROM  NOVEMBER  1980 


TO  MARCH  1981 


LISTS  OF  PROTECTED  SPECIES  AND  HABITATS 

IN  UTAH 


-  FEDERALLY  'LISTED"  T  &  E  WILDLIFE  (FR,  MAY  20,  1980) 

-  FEDERALLY  "LISTED",  "PROPOSED",  AND  'CURRENTLY 
UNDER  REVIEW"  T  &  E  PLANTS  (FR,  DECEMBER  15,  1980) 

-  "VERTEBRATE  SPECIES  OF  WILDLIFE  HAVING  HIGH  INTEREST 

TO  THE  STATE  OF  UTAH'  (UDWR,  JUNE,  1980) 

-  "STATUS  OF  SELECTED  NONGAME  WILDLIFE  AND  PLANT 

SPECIES  IN  UTAH"  (UDWR,  MAY,  1980) 

-  CRITICAL  HABITATS  AND  SENSITIVE  SPECIES  IN  PINE 
AND  WAH  WAH  VALLEYS  (LETTER  FROM  DIRECTOR 
OF  UDWR,  DEC.  15,  1980) 

-  "UTAH  THREATENED  AND  ENDANGERED  PLANTS’ 

(UNPS,  JAN.  1980) 

-  UNOFFICIAL  SENSITIVE  PLANTS  (CEDAR  CITY  BLM, 

JAN.  16,  1981) 


CRITERIA  FOR  RECOMMENDED 
BIOLOGY  RESITING 


GENERAL  APPROACH 

•  CASE  BY  CASE  BASIS  -  NO  HARD  AND 
FAST  RULE 

•  OVERALL  ECOSYSTEM  CONSIDERATION 

•  BIOLOGICAL  FOCUS 

DECISION  BASE 

•  ON-SITE  SURVEY  RESULTS 

•  BACKGROUND  RESEARCH  (SPECIES,  RANGE, 
POPULATION,  HABITS,  AND  HABITAT) 

•  BLM/DEPT.  OF  WILDLIFE  CONCERNS 

•  OUTSIDE  EXPERTS  IN  SPECIAL  AREAS 

•  LEGISLATIVE  (FEDERAL,  STATE,  PRIVATE 
LISTINGS,  FLPMA) 

•  FEDERAL,  STATE,  AND  LOCAL  STATUS 


BIOLOGY 

FIELD  METHODOLOGY 


SITE  LOCATION  AND  STAKING 
TRAVERSES 

-  OVERVIEW  OF  VEGETATION,  WILDLIFE,  ABIOTIC 
CONDITIONS,  AND  DISTURBANCE  FACTORS 

-  POTENTIAL  T  &  E  PLANTS,  OTHER  IMPORTANT 
FINDS  MAPPED  ON  GRID 

TRANSECTS 

-  50-M  LINE-INTERCEPTS 

-  PERENNIAL  PLANTS  COUNTED  AND  MEASURED 

DOCUMENTATION 

-  VOUCHER  COLLECTION 

-  PHOTOGRAPHY 

-  FIELD  JOURNALS 

-  STANDARD  DATA  FORMS 


I 


BIOLOGY 

QUANTITATIVE  DATA  ANALYSIS 


COVER (%) = 


RELATIVE 
COVER (%) 


DENSITY 

(^/lOOdm) 


RELATIVE 
DENSITY  (%) 


TOTAL  PLANT  COVER  (dm) 

-  X  100 

DISTANCE  OF  TRANSECT  (dm) 

TOTAL  COVER  SPECIES  A  (dm) 

-  X  100 

TOTAL  COVER 

ALL  SPECIES  (dm) 

#  PLANTS  SPECIES  A 

. -  X  100 

DISTANCE  OF  TRANSECT(dm) 

#  PLANTS  SPECIES  A 


#  PLANTS  ALL  SPECIES 


X  100 


WAH  WAH  VALLEY 
BIOLOGY  FINDINGS 


•  7  SITES  -  CORYPHANTHA  V1VIPARA 

AND  SCLEROCACTUS  PUB1SPINUS 
(1-2  INDIVIDUALS  EACH) 

a  50  SITES  -  FOX  DENS 

•  2 1  SITES  -ANTELOPE  SIGNS  (NO  PATTERN) 

•  MORE  THAN  HALF  THE  SITES  WITHIN  BALD  EAGLE 

WINTER  USE  AREA 

S' 

«  CLUSTER  5  -  RELATIVELY  DIVERSE  (CACTUS, 
ANTELOPE,  FOX) 

/ 

•  13  POSSIBLE  T  a  E  PLANT  SPECIES 


•  3  POSSIBLE  T  &  E  PLANT  VARIETIES 


CLUSTER 
SHELTER  site 

CLUSTER  MAINTENANCE  FACILITY  (CMF) 
BARRIER 

REMOTE  SURVEILLANCE  SITE  (RSS) 
DESIGNATED  TRANSPORTATION 
NETWORK  ROAD  (DTN) 

CLUSTER  ROAD 

SUITABLE  AREA  BOUNDARY  TQ 
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MX  SITING  INVESTIGATION 
DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE 
BMO/AFRCE-MX 


WINTER  USE  AREA 


BALD  EAGLE  WINTER  USE  AREA 
IN  WAH  UAH  VALLEY 
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3)  CLUSTER 

-  SHELTER  SITE 

»  CLUSTER  MAINTENANCE  FACILITY  (CMP 

-  BARRIER 

a  REMOTE  SURVEILLANCE  SITE  (RSS) 

=  DESIGNATED  TRANSPORTATION 
==  NETWORK  ROAD  (OTN) 

—  CLUSTER  ROAD 

—  SUITABLE  AREA  BOUNDARY 
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MX  SITING  INVESTIGATION 
DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE 
8MO/AFRCEMX 


UPPER  LIMITS  PRONGHORN  ANTELOPE 
HABITAT 

KEY  PRONGHORN  ANTELOPE  HABITAT 


ANTELOPE  AND  MULE  DEER  RANGE 
IN  WAH  WAH  VALLEY 


LOWER  LIMITS  MULE  DEER  HABITAT 


bsC  0 


WAH  WAH  VALLEY  RECOMMENDED 
RESITINGS  FOR  BIOLOGY 


WAH  WAH  VALLEY 


NO  RESITINGS 


PINE  VALLEY  BIOLOGY  FINDINGS 


SITE  SPECIFIC 

•  2/13,  2/15,  RSS  1  -  EAGLE  FORAGE  AREA 

•  3/6  -6C.  vivipara.  3  S_.  pubispinus 

©  4/7  -  32  C.  vivipara 

©4/10  -  11  Sphaeraicea  caespitosa, 

2  C .  vivipara 

NUMEROUS  SITES 

©  22  POSSIBLE  T  &  E  PLANT  SPECIES 
©  4  POSSIBLE  T  &  E  PLANT  VARIETIES 

CLUSTER  5 

•  SAGE  GROUSE  HABITAT  AND  STRUTTING  GROUND 
AREA:  SIGNS  OF  CURRENT  USAGE  PRESENT 

•  ANTELOPE  SIGN  (16  SITES) 

©  MULE  DEER  SIGN  (5  SITES) 

•  MAJORITY  OF  JACKRABBIT  (PREY  FOR  RAPTORS) 

•  ELK  HABITAT  (NO  SIGNS  EVIDENT) 
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KEY 

3)  CLUSTER 

-  SHELTER  SITE 

-  CLUSTER  MAINTENANCE  FACILITY  (CMF) 

-  BARRIER 

A  REMOTE  SURVEILLANCE  SITE  (RSS) 

=  DESIGNATED  TRANSPORTATION 

—  NETWORK  ROAOMJTNI 

—  CLUSTER  ROAD 

—  SUITABLE  AREA  BOUNDARY 


ELK  SUMMER  RANGE 
LOWER  LIMITS 

MULE  DEER  HABITAT 
LOWER  LIMITS 

KEY  PRONGHORN  ANTELOPE 
HAB I  TAT 

PRONGHORN  ANTELOPE  HABITAT 
UPPER  LIMITS 


tMErtEC 

Tht  LvJ>  rt£**ofe9y  Cfrponoar 

MX  SITING  INVESTIGATION 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE 
8MO/AFRCE-MX 

ELK,  MULE  OEER  AND  ANTELOPE 
RANGE  IN  PINE  VALLEY 


PINE  VALLEY  RECOMMENDED 
RESITINGS  FOR  BIOLOGY 

SHELTER  UNITS 

3/6  ~  6  C.  vivipara,  3  S.  pubispinus 

4/7  “  32  C.  vivipara 

4/10  -  1  Sphaeralcea  caespitosa, 

2  G.  vivipara 

5/12  -  MANY  Cryptantha,  4  Penstemon, 
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CLUSTER  5 


Eriogonum 


RESULTS  OF  FIELD  SURVEYS 
WAH  WAH  VALLEY,  UTAH 


FACILITIES  SITED 

115  SHELTER  SITES  (HSS) 

5  CLUSTER  MAINTENANCE  FACILITIES  (CMF) 

4  REMOTE  SURVEILLANCE  SITES  (RSS) 

(NOT  APPLICABLE  AFTER  12  MARCH  1981) 

APPROVED  RESITINGS:  26  SHELTERS 


RESULTS  OF  FIELD  SURVEYS 
PINE  VALLEY,  UTAH 


FACILITIES  SITED 

115  SHELTER  SITES  (HSS) 

5  CLUSTER  MAINTENANCE  FACILITIES(CMF) 

4  REMOTE  SURVEILLANCE  SITES  (RSS) 


(NOT  APPLICABLE  AFTER  12  MARCH  1981) 
_  APPROVED  RESITINGS:  22  SHELTERS 


DESIGNATED  TRANSPORTATION  NETWORK 

ROAD  SYSTEM  FOR  MOVING  THE  MISSILES  BETWEEN 
THE  MAIN  O.B.  AND  THE  DEPLOYMENT  AREA 


FACTORS  INFLUENCING 
DTN  ROUTE  SELECTION 


O  MOUNTAIN  PASSES  (INTER-VALLEY  ROADS) 
Grade.constructibility,  distance 

Q  LOCATION  AND  ORIENTATION  OF  CLUSTERS 

o  GEOTECHNICAL  CONDITIONS 

Piayas,  drainages,  adverse  terrain 


I 


l 


i 


» 


» 


O  CULTURAL  /  ENVIRONMENTAL 
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Existing  roads,  structures,  land  use 

Environmentally  sensitive  areas  i 

EIS  exclusions 
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department  OF  THE  Ain  FORCE 

DESIGNATED  TRANSPORTATION  NETWORK 
FROM  MILFORD  MAIN  OPERATIONAL  BASE 


PROPOSED  MINE  SITES 

— —  PROPOSED  MINE  ROADS 

•f-1— t-  PROPOSEO  MINE  CONVEYOR  AND  ROAD 


PROPOSED  MINE  ROAD  AND  RAILROAD 
HIGH  POTENTIAL  MINERAL  AREA 


UTAH  PRAIRIE  DOG 


c/i 

LU 


C/1 


O 

u_i 

c_ 

C/1 

o 

LU 

oc 

CC 


CO 

LU 

l/l 

z 

o, 

CO 

ZD 

z 

3 

z 

o 

CO 

o 

o 

H— 

< 

o 

o 

»— 

Cl. 

LU 

5 

h- 

CO 

o 

LU 

O 

l 

5 

Q 

h~ 

z 

O 

CL, 

LU 

z 

O 

o 

CO 

oc 

LU 

w 

fZ 

a 

z 

< 

O 

O- 

< 

DC 

z 

<c 

co 

z 

o 

o 

> 

tu 

o 

< 

H- 

< 

DC 

z 

LU 

DC 

1 — 

SAGE  GROUSE 


co 

ZD 

or 

co 

LU 

o 

<c 

co 

z 

o 

Q_ 


o 

z 

LU 

a. 

LU 

a 


to 


a 

oo 

CO 

CO 

o 

CL¬ 

UJ 

DC 


CO 

CD 

z 

ZD 

O 

DT 

O 

o 


ca 
< 
— L- 

o 


CO 


c  t= 

O  ZD 
O' 

z  I — 

o  00 

j,  —  o 

S  I 

h-  < 


LU 
C_> 

1 

£  >- 

CD  tZ 


o 

o 

1 

CO 


< 

ZD 

CD 

CL. 

< 


CO 

LU 

O 

LU 

CL. 

co 

o 

LU 

DC 

QC 

LU 

u_  o 

LU  ^ 
C£  ~ 

a.  <; 


3£  o 


5  O 

p  ZD 
LU  OC 
O  I— 
LU  CO 

>  z 

LU  O 

6  O 


CO 

s 

DC 

< 

LU 

a: 


CD 

LU 

CC 

ZD 

CD 

LU 

DC 

S 

2 

CJ> 


O  ° 

DC  LU 

hr  a. 

Z  CO 
8  £ 
CO 


•  NV  V- .  •  • 


kb 


RAPTORS 


o  >- 


8  o 


Z 

oo  o 


O  <j> 
LU 


O  O  LU 

Z  — '  O' 

<r  <C  uj 

Q  CO  CL 


2  O 

h-  i — 

o  5 

> 

I —  LU 

Z  LU 
O  QC 
O  CL 


^  U- 

o 


£  2  g 

o  <:  2 

^  i  i± 

goo 

U.  —  i  i  i 


o  o 
o  o 


RARE  PLANTS 


INDIAN  PEAKS  WILDLIFE  MANAGEMENT  AREA 
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PROPOSED  DTN  RELOCATION 
TO  AVOID  INDIAN  PEAK 
WILDLIFE  MANAGEMENT  AREA 


mitigation— REDUCTION  OF  IMPACT 
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SUMMARY  OF  PINE 
VS 

WAH  WAH  OPTIONS 


©  CONSTRUCTION  AND  OPERATING  COST  FAVOR 
A  PINE  VALLEY  OPTION 

©  BIOLOGICAL  VS  ECONOMIC  RESOURCE 
TRADE-OFF  -  REQUIRES  MORE  DATA 

©  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  APPEARS  MANAGEABLE 
THRU  MITIGATION  MEASURES 

o  FINAL  OB  SITE  REQUIRED 
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AREA  SUPPORT  CENTER  (ASC)  1 

t 

*  FUNCTIONS 

•  SECURITY 

•  MAINTENANCE  * 

®  FACILITIES  % 

•  VEHICLES 

•  HELICOPTERS 

» 

•  EQUIPMENT  MAINTENANCE 

•  STORAGE  -  PARTS  AND  EQUIPMENT 

•  ACCOMODATIONS  # 
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AREA  SUPPORT  CENTER  (ASC) 

SITE  SELECTION  CRITERIA 
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O  SITE  SUFFICIENT  ASC'S  TO  SUPPORT  A  200  CLUSTER 

SYSTEM  WITH  ABILITY  TO  ACCOMODATE  CLUSTERS  * 

PRESENTLY  OUTSIDE  LIMITS  OF  EXISTING  REGIONAL  LAYOUT 

ft 

O  EACH  ASC  TO  SUPPORT  MAXIMUM  NUMBER  OF  CLUSTERS 
WITHIN  A  65  STATUTE  MILE  RADIUS 

ft 

O  LOCATE  ASC'S  ALONG  THE  DESIGNATED  TRANSPORTATION 
NETWORK  (DTN)  ft 

O  LOCATE  ASC'S  IN  CLOSE  PROXIMITY  TO  MAJOR  HIGHWAYS 

ft 

AND  OB  OR  LOCAL  COMMUNITIES 

O  LOCATE  ASC'S  IN  ’'SUITABLE"  TERRAIN  BUT  WITHOUT  LC'S  > 
OF  SHELTER  SITES 
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PROPOSED  DTN  FOR  WHIRLWIND 
ASC-<MILFORD  OB, 

PINE  IA  ACCESS) 


> 


TULE  ASC 


+  CENTRALLY  LOCATED 

+  CONSTRUCTION  CAMP  AT  ASC  VICINITY  ZONE 
+  CONSTRUCTION  MILEAGE  FAVORS  TULE 
+  EXCELLENT  CLUSTER  ACCESS 

-  DISTANCE  FROM  SUPPORT  COMMUNITY 

WHIRLWIND  ASC 

+  ALONG  A  MAIN  HIGHWAY 
+  CLOSE  TO  DELTA 

-  POOR  CLUSTER  ACCESS 

?  COEXISTENCE  OF  DTN  WITH  STATE  HIGHWAY 


ASC  SUMMARY 


o  PRELIMINARY  SITING  FAVORS  A  TULE  ASC 


o  NEED  ADDITIONAL  DATA  /  FURTHER  STUDY 

•  COEXISTANCE  OF  ROADS 

•  PROXIMITY  TO  DELTA 

•  ENVIRONMENTAL  FACTORS 

•  COMPLETION  OF  CLUSTERING 

•  OB  SELECTION 


TIMETABLE  FOR  SUBMITTAL 
OF  CLUSTER  LAYOUTS 
UTAH  VALLEYS 

(AS  OF  APRIL  21,  1981). 
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UTAH  MX  COORDINATION  OFFICE 

448  EAST  400  SOUTH,  SUITE  103 
SALT  LAKE  CITY,  UTAH  84111 

Phone  (801)  364-9647 

SCOTT  M.  MATHESON 
GOVERNOR 


KENNETH  C.  OLSON 
RROffiCT  MANAGER 


MEMORANDUM 


TO:  All  Interested  Parties 

f- 

FROM:  Utah  MX  Coordination  Office 

DATE:  June  9,  1981 

SUBJECT:  Air  Force  Meetings  on  Ranching  and  MX  Weapon  System  Siting 


On  May  15,  1981  two  meetings  were  held  in  the  Milford  High  School  Auditorium  in 
Milford,  Utah.  The  first  meeting  was  an  informal  discussion  with  ranchers  and 
the  second  meeting  dealt  with  siting  of  the  MX  weapon  system.  There  was  no 
written  agenda  for  the  first  meeting;  the  agenda  for  the  second  meeting  is 
attached.  Attendance  lists  were  not  taken  for  either  meeting.  Air  Force  repre¬ 
sentatives  included:  Major  Mike  Elliott  of  AFRCE-MX/DEVC  who  coordinates  MX 
weapon  system  siting;  Morgan  Wheeler  of  the  Sacramento  District  Corps  of  Engin¬ 
eers,  who  is  responsible  for  real  estate  acquisition;  Dr.  Robin  Tausch  of 
Henningson,  Durham  and  Richardson  (HDR)  who  is  involved  with  range/ranching 
studies;  Stan  Madsen  of  ERTEC  National  who  is  the  ERTEC  MX  Project  Director; 

Dr.  Jim  Mangi  of  ERTEC  Northwest  who  coordinates  siting  resource  clearances; 

Dr.  Gayle  Thompson  of  ERTEC  Northwest  who  is  responsible  for  siting  cultural 
resource  clearances;  and  Fred  Snider  of  ERTEC  National  who  is  involved  with  DTN 
routing.  The  discussions  are  summarized  below. 

Ranching  Meeting 

This  meeting  was  an  informal,  open,  question-and-answer  session  held  during  the 
morning.  Major  Elliott  began  with  introductions  of  the  Air  Force  representa¬ 
tives.  He  then  discussed  the  status  of  the  MX  program,  the  MX  Draft  Environ¬ 
mental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  and  the  30,000-or-so  comments  on  it  gathered  at 
the  public  hearings  or  submitted  in  writing.  The  MX  DEIS  comments  are  currently 
being  catalogued  and  incorporated  into  the  MX  FEIS.  Presidential  decisions  on 
the  basing  mode  and  deployment  area  (the  main  operating  base  site  and  the  Initial 
Operating  Capability  (IOC)  valleys)  will  be  made  in  the  late  Summer.  Subsequently 
a  land  withdrawal  application  will  be  submitted  in  the  Fall  to  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  (BLM)  and  the  states;  it  will  identify  the  parcel?  of  land  to  be  with¬ 
drawn.  The  BLM  will  review  the  land  withdrawal  application  in  about  four  to  six 
months,  and  will  then  submit  a  departmental  reconmendation  (along  with  the  review 
and  the  application)  to  the  Subcommittee  on  Public  Lands.  Construction  will  not 
begin  before  the  Spring  of  1983  (i.e.,  until  Congress  approves  the  application 
and  withdraws  the  land)  and  would  be  at  the  selected  main  operating  base  site. 


All  Interested  Parties 
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Page  Two 

Then  a  general  discussion  of  ranching  impacts  began.  The  MX  DEIS  estimated 
that  there  would  be  a  one  percent  loss  of  animal  unit  months  (AUMs)  after  con¬ 
struction,  but  there  would  be  a  considerably  greater  AUM  loss  during  construc¬ 
tion  due  to  range  disturbance,  road  kills  and  the  like.  Robin  Tausch  indicated 
that  the  range  and  ranching  analysis  is  being  done  on  an  allotment-by-allotment 
basis  using  range  disturbance  estimates  of  100-foot  roadway  widths  and  ten  acres 
per  shelter.  Under  these  assumptions,  the  range  losses  are  approximately  40 
acres  per  allotment.  He  indicated  that  individual  operators  were  not  visited  to 
verify  the  data,  assumptions  or  methodology  used  in  this  analysis.  Robin  Tausch 
also  discussed  the  worst  case  analysis  HDR  has  conducted,  which  assumes  range 
disturbance  within  one  half  mile  of  all  facilities.  For  example,  in  Pine  Valley 
a  29  percent  range  loss  was  estimated  due  to  construction  only.  The  deployment 
area  valleys  were  ranked  according  to  severity  of  range  impacts  and  of  the  top 
six,  four  were  in  Utah  (and  included  Pine  and  Wah  V/ah  Valleys),  and  two  were  in 
Nevada.  The  worst  case  analysis  included  the  cluster  roads  (unpaved)  and  the 
designated  transportation  network  (paved  DTN).  Estimates  of  revegetation  time 
requirements  and  success  rates  are  not  certain. 

The  question-and-answer  session  then  opened.  It  was  stated  that  it  would  take 
approximately  eight  to  ten  years  to  revegetate  after  construction  or  disturbance 
occurred,  assuming  effective  exclusion  of  livestock  from  disturbed  areas  (by 
fencing  or  other  means).  The  effectiveness  of  revegetation  measures  cannot  be 
fully  assessed.  Morgan  Wheeler  said  that  the  burden  of  livestock  restraint  will 
be  on  the  contractors  and  not  the  ranchers;  based  on  Corps  experience  with  other 
construction  projects,  cattle  and  sheep  can  coexist  with  construction  activities. 

Clair  Accord  mentioned  that  the  Air  Force  needs  to  consider  (but  has  not,  so  far) 
the  socio-economic  impacts  of  deployment,  particularly  with  regard  to  agricul¬ 
tural  labor  availability  and  wage  rates.  It  is  conceivable  that  the  project  will 
bid  away  both  hired  hands  and  the  rancher  operators.  The  Corps  of  Engineers  said 
that  they  can  compensate  ranchers  for  increases  in  operating  costs. 

John  Wintch  said  the  one  percent  loss  of  AUMs  after  construction  is  unrealistic. 
The  secondary  impacts  of  MX  deployment  could  and  probably  would  result  in 
uneconomic  ranch  operations.  Morgan  Wheeler  said  that  the  one  percent  range 
loss  is  only  a  measure  of  direct  construction  impacts.  John  Wintch  suggested 
that  ranchers  be  given  the  option  of  being  bought  out.  The  Corps  of  Engineers 
could  only  do  this  if  the  land  withdrawal  legislation  gives  them  enough  latitude 
to  compensate  large  secondary  impacts  —  in  the  past,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  has 
been  unable  to  provide  any  measurable  compensation  for  secondary  impacts  or 
losses. 

Randy  Parker  said  that  the  one  percent  direct  AUM  loss  could  quite  easily  be  a 
ranch  operator's  profit  margin.  If  this  is  so,  the  operation  would  be  uneconomic. 
HDR  and  the  Corps  of  Engineers  concurred  with  these  statements. 

A  rancher  questioned  what  the  policy  is  with  regard  to  water  pipelines.  The 
Corps  of  Engineers  said  that  they  need  to  know  the  location  of  all  existing  water 
pipelines  and  as  much  as  possible  about  proposed  ones.  At  this  stage,  it  is 
relatively  easy  to  make  appropriate  design  allowances  for  pipelines  at  little 
cost.  After  construction,  the  Air  Force  will  decide  who  will  pay  for  the  modifi¬ 
cation/installation,  but  based  on  past  experience  with  other  large  construction 
projects,  the  ranch  operator  will  probably  have  to  bear  the  expense. 
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Another  rancher  asked  what  the  policy  would  be  with  regard  to  roads  crossing 
fences.  Morgan  Wheeler  answered  that  cattle  guards  would  probably  be  used.  This 
raised  a  question  about  the  ability  of  cattle  guards  to  support  the  missile  trans¬ 
port  vehicles.  Both  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  the  Air  Force  indicated  that  they 
did  not  think  this  would  be  a  problem. 

A  rancher  wanted  to  know  who  would  determine  calf/1 amb  losses  and  compensation  for 
the  estimated  losses.  The  Corps  of  Engineers  will  negotiate  both  losses  and  com¬ 
pensation  with  the  individual  ranchers.  Losses  will  be  determined  using  the 
historical  experiences  of  the  rancher(s)  in  question,  as  well  as  other  ranchers 
in  the  vicinity. 

John  Wintch  asked  what  measures  are  actively  being  investigated  to  mitigate  AUM 
loss.  Dr.  Robin  Tausch  indicated  that  HDR  is  looking  into  mitigation  but  that 
nothing  much  is  being  done.  HDR  is  open  to  suggestions  from  the  ranchers. 

A  rancher  mentioned  that  range  disturbance  would  enhance  infestation  of  the  area 
by  noxious  weeds  or  exotic  plants.  HDR  recognizes  the  problem,  but  does  not  have 
an  answer. 

A  miner  then  discussed  his  experiences  with  missile  construction  in  North  Dakota, 
Montana  and  Hawaii.  He  said  that  a  one  percent  AUM  loss  after  construction  is 
accurate,  presuming  revegetation  is  successful.  In  his  experience,  the  federal 
government  took  care  of  the  people  who  had  to  put  up  with  construction.  Dr.  Robin 
Tausch  said  that  the  Great  Basin  is  ecologically  sensitive,  and  not  comparable  to 
these  other  areas.  The  Corps  of  Engineers  has  done  work  in  Montana,  and  there 
were  impacts  and  problems  there.  Every  construction  project  has  to  stand  on  its 
own  merits.  Morgan  Wheeler  reiterated  that  the  one  percent  AUM  loss  is  a  direct 
construction  loss  only;  indirect  losses  would  include  increased  operating  costs, 
road  kills,  etc. 

Another  rancher  said  there  should  be  an  up-front  commitment  to  revegetation 
before  construction  begins.  The  one  percent  AUM  loss  represents  about  60,000  AUMs 
across  160,000  acres. 

Mike  Elliott  said  that  defining  or  estimating  impacts  is  not  enough;  mitigation 
must  be  looked  at  as  well.  He  asked  the  ranchers  for  their  ideas  on  how  to  equit¬ 
ably  mitigate  impacts. 

Dr.  Robin  Tausch  indicated  that  the  latest  ranching/range  analysis  to  be  undertaken 
by  HDR  focuses  on  individual  operators  and  will  be  a  large  study.  The  Air  Force 
indicated  that  General  McCarthy  has  explicitly  stated  that  there  will  be  no  net 
AUM  loss;  the  Corps  of  Engineers  qualified  this  by  asking  everyone  to  note  that  the 
Air  Force  (and  not  the  Corps)  had  made  the  statement. 

A  miner  stated  that  the  reclamation  done  at  Colestrip,  Montana  has  made  the  area 
better  than  it  was  before  strip  mining  was  begun. 

Clair  Accord  stated  that  it  was  imperative  for  ranchers  to  begin  collecting  the 
appropriate  financial/operations  data  now.  The  ranchers  need  to  build  a  history 
that  describes,  on  an  annual  basis:  yields  per  acre,  lambing/calving  rates  and 
losses,  theft  and  vandalism  losses,  ranch  improvements  by  type  and  cost,  etc. 
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Income  tax  returns,  as  well  as  other  records,  should  be  used.  The  Corps  of  Engin¬ 
eers  emphasized  that  the  ranchers  need  to  keep  track  of  such  things  as  gates  being 
left  open,  off- road  vehicle  traffic,  etc.,  as  well. 

A  rancher  asked  how  theft  and  vandalism  losses  would  be  compensated.  Morgan 
Wheeler  answered  that  legally,  inconsequential  damages  could  not  be  compensated 
unless  Congress  directed  that  they  be.  Compensation  would  be  worked  out  on  a 
rancher-by- rancher  basis,  assuming  Congress  authorized  such  compensation.  Major 
Elliott  said  that  there  will  not  be  compensation  for  unforeseen  losses.  There¬ 
fore,  it  is  imperative  that  the  ranchers  have  demonstrable  losses  based  on  their 
records.  The  Corps  of  Engineers  can  only  compensate  for  what  they  are  legally 
mandated  to  do.  Another  rancher  mentioned  impact  monies,  which  Morgan  Wheeler 
said  Congress  would  appropriate  to  affected  counties  and  communities. 

One  of  the  miners  asked  if  the  session  could  focus  on  some  questions  and  answers 
regarding  mining  activities.  Major  Elliott  mentioned  that  the  April  23rd  meeting 
in  Salt  Lake  City  was  held  to  discuss  the  environmental  and  cultural  impacts  of 
weapon  system  siting.  He  also  mentioned  a  $55,000  proposal  to  study  and  map  a 
sage  grouse  lek  in  Pine  Valley.  However,  he  was  here  today  to  talk  with  ranchers 
and  miners. 

ERTEC  conducted  a  mineral  survey  of  the  Great  Basin  Desert.  The  Air  Force  then 
adopted  a  policy  of  avoiding  high  potential  mineral  areas  in  siting  the  weapon 
system.  The  Air  Force  realizes  that  there  will  be  impacts  to  mining  operations 
during  construction,  but  after  construction,  the  MX  weapon  system  and  mining  will 
be  compatible. 

A  miner  asked  about  economic  impacts  to  existing  operation  and  compensation. 

Morgan  Wheeler  said  that  oil  and  gas  leases  will  be  subordinated  where  MX  facili¬ 
ties  are  located.  However,  individual  or  specific  compensation  cannot  be  estimated 
because  facility  sites  are  not  final;  nevertheless,  lessors  will  be  compensated. 

The  Corps  of  Engineers  will  appraise  the  value  of  the  mineral  estate  to  compensate 
minerals  claimants.  Also,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  said  that  grazing  compensation 
will  be  for  perpetuity. 

Randy  Parker  asked  why  the  salt  flats  v/ere  not  considered  as  a  suitable  area  for 
deploying  the  MX.  A  miner  conjectured  that  the  high  heat  would  be  a  problem. 

Major  Elliott  said  that  this  was  probably  not  the  case,  but  was  not  sure  why  the 
area  was  not  under  active  consideration. 

A  rancher  asked  about  the  widths  of  the  DTN  and  cluster  roads.  The  Air  Force  indi¬ 
cated  the  widths  would  be  between  12  and  24  feet.  The  Air  Force  will  attempt  to 
control  off-road  vehicle  access,  realizing  that  this  will  conflict  with  the  open 
access  policy  of  the  Air  Force. 

Another  rancher  raised  a  question  about  valley  use.  Major  Elliott  said  that 
construction  activities  will  be  phased  so  that  construction- will  not  be  going  on 
in  all  valleys  simultaneously. 

A  rancher  asked  what  the  timetable  was  for  construction  in  Beaver  County.  The  Air 
Force  said  that  if  the  Milford  site  was  chosen  for  the  main  operating  base  (MOB), 
construction  would  begin  in  the  Spring  of  1982  at  the  Milford  site  for  the  MOB, 
and  in  1983  in  Wah  Wah  Valley  and  1984  in  Pine  Valley  for  the  weapon  system. 
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Another  rancher  asked  about  reducing  the  overall  size  of  the  weapon  system. 

Major  Elliott  mentioned  that  valley  clustering  is  one  of  the  options  for  reducing 
the  size  of  the  deployment  area  that  is  under  consideration.  This  world  enable 
the  Air  Force  to  use  odd-sized  parcels  of  land  (e.g.,  that  could  site  13  instead 
of  23  shelters).  The  cluster  roads  would  be  directly  connected  to  the  shelters 
and  there  would  be  no  barriers  between  clusters  but  there  would  be  between 
valleys.  The  missiles  in  a  valley  could  be  shuffled  among  any  of  the  shelters 
(e.g.,  10  missiles  could  be  shuffled  among  230  shelters,  as  opposed  to  one  missile 
being  shuffled  among  only  23  shelters). 

Vern  Wood  asked  about  the  Air  Force's  criterion  of  50  feet  to  bedrock.  The  Air 
Force  rationale  for  this  criterion  are:  1)  shelter  hardness,  and  2)  ease  of  con¬ 
struction.  However,  the  Air  Force  said  they  would  re-examine  the  outline  of  50 
feet  to  bedrock  for  Pine  and  Wah  Wah  Valleys.  Stan  Madsen  said  the  50-foot  rock¬ 
line  contour  for  10,000  square  miles  was  a  best  professional  judgment  based  on 
five  to  seven  borings  drilled  in  every  valley,  seismic  lines  and  geologic  maps 
which  were  constrained  by  the  field  investigation  contract  dollars  available. 

If  more  field  work  is  conducted,  the  contour  can  be  refined.  However,  in  Pine 
Valley  for  example,  the  western  edge  of  the  valley  is  bounded  by  volcanic  rock 
and  the  eastern  side  has  adverse  terrain  or  slopes  greater  than  10  to  15  percent. 


Siting  Meeting 

Major  Elliott  introduced  the  Air  Force  representatives  (the  same  as  for  the 
ranching  meeting).  He  opened  with  a  cartoon,  and  then  gave  an  MX  system  descrip¬ 
tion.  He  discussed  the  MX  decision  process:  the  Townes  Committee  who  will  make 
a  basing  mode  recommendation  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  who  will  make  a  basing 
mode  recommendation  to  President  Reagan,  who  will  make  the  basing  mode  decision 
about  July,  and  a  deployment  area  decision  this  Fall.  Further,  the  Air  Force  is 
committed  to  the  policy  of  open  access  within  the  deployment  area. 

The  Air  Force  process  of  land  withdrawal  and  acquisition  was  then  discussed  in 
detail.  The  IOC  shelter  and  cluster  maintenance  facility  (CMF)  sites  will  be 
surveyed  on  the  ground,  while  the  remaining  F0C  shelters  sites  and  CMFs  will  be 
simple,  protracted  line  drawings  that  will  be  unsurveyed.  The  surveyed  and  pro¬ 
tracted  maps  will  be  forwarded  to  the  BLM,  who  will  review  them  and  send  a  report 
and  recommendation  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  who  in  turn  will  make  a 
recommendation  to  the  Subcommittee  on  Public  Lands.  Congress  will  withdraw  the 
land  through  legislation. 

Then,  the  weapon  system  siting  process  was  discussed.  First,  within  the  peri¬ 
meter  of  the  candidate  deployment  areas,  geotechnically-suitable  areas  are 
delineated.  Then,  using  environmental  data  collected  by  HDR  and  other  consult¬ 
ants,  environmentally  si  table  areas  are  defined.  Using  the  geotechnical  ly 
suitable  and  environmentally  sitable  areas,  MX  weapon  system  site  layouts  are 
drafted  at  a  scale  of  1:62500.  These  draft  renderings  undergo  internal  site  re¬ 
view  and  protracted  legal  descriptions  are  developed.  Detailed  site  layouts  are 
then  drafted  at  a  scale  of  1:9600.  These  drawings  are  given  to  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  for  detailed  design  at  the  same  time  that  on-the-ground  surveying  and 
environmental  reviews  are  being  conducted  at  the  sites.  These  data  are  analyzed, 
there  is  another  site  review,  and  if  a  re-siting  occurs,  the  1:9600  process 
repeats  itself.  After  an  acceptable  1:9600  site  layout  is  derived  from  the 
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iterative  process,  surveyed  legal  descriptions  are  prepared  and  environmental 
assessments  are  prepared.  These  data  will  be  transmitted  to  the  BLM  where  they 
will  be  reviewed.  Presuming  everything  is  in  order,  the  BLM  will  release  the 
land  to  the  Air  Force  and  Corps  of  Engineers  (the  construction  agent  for  the  Air 
Force). 

The  Siting  Review  Board  was  briefly  mentioned.  The  Board  will  review  and  make 
recommendations  on  the  siting  or  re-siting  of  specific  MX  weapon  system  facili¬ 
ties. 

Mike  Elliott  stated  that  the  Air  Force  had  been  working  on  weapon  system  siting 
for  the  past  nine  months  and  that  it  was  finally  beginning  to  fit  together.  The 
Air  Force  felt  that  they  needed  to  do  a  better  job  of  getting  input  from  the 
state,  local  and  private  sector. 

The  purpose  of  the  meeting  was  to  do  a  complete  debriefing  of  what  the  Air  Force 
and  its  contractors  have  done  in  Pine  and  Wah  Wah  Valleys,  Utah.  Stan  Madsen  of 
ERTEC  explained  that  three  valleys  have  been  chosen  (Dry  Lake  Valley,  Nevada,  and 
Pine  and  Wah  Wah  Valleys,  Utah)  for  the  purpose  of  having  ten  clusters  operational 
by  mid-1986,  the  IOC  date.  The  Air  Force  has  opted  for  ten  clusters  in  Dry  Lake 
Valley  and  five  clusters  each  in  Pine  and  Wah  Wah  Valleys. 

One  of  the  changes  to  the  baseline  weapon  system  is  that  it  has  switched  to  direct 
connect,  which  means  that  the  cluster  roads  will  go  directly  from  one  shelter  to 
the  next.  ERTEC  said  that  their  report  on  the  IOC  weapon  system  layouts  is  in 
draft  form,  but  it  will  be  submitted  to  the  Air  Force  very  soon.  Every  time  the 
DTN  is  changed,  the  shelters  have  to  be  modified.  Furthermore,  there  will  have  to 
be  a  2,500  foot  stand-off  distance  between  power  lines  and  any  shelter.  The 
initial  weapon  system  layout  for  Wah  Wah  Valley  had  to  be  changed  to  regroup  a 
cluster  because  of  a  DTN  re-routing. 

Before  the  surveyors  began  their  work,  a  geotechnical  and  monument  survey  was 
done.  After  this  process  was  completed,  surveyors  prepared  legal  descriptions 
and  then  reports.  Since  the  question  remained  v/hether  the  clusters  were  accept¬ 
able  or  not,  a  field  review  of  the  surveyed  sites  was  conducted.  If  a  decision 
is  made  to  change  the  site  layout(s),  then  the  process  would  be  repeated. 

ERTEC  stated  that  approximately  12  acres  would  be  disturbed  for  each  2.5-acre 
shelter  site.  The  geotechnical  factors  affecting  the  shelter  location  are  depth 
to  rock  and  water  --  depths  must  be  more  than  50  feet.  The  BLM  will  be  reviewing 
wildlife  and  botanical  voucher  collections.  The  Utah  State  Archeologist  has 
visited  the  area.  Re-siting  will  be  recommended  so  as  not  to  disturb  isolated 
artifacts.  A  question  was  asked  about  the  criteria  used  to  determine  re-siting; 
ERTEC  indicated  the  re-siting  criteria  was  in  their  report,  which  will  be  released 
to  the  Air  Force  next  week. 

Biological  resources  were  then  discussed.  The  BLM  has  given  Air  Force  contractors 
biological  data  for  the  four  operating  base  sites  and  the  IOC  valleys.  The  lists 
of  protected  species  are  subject  to  change,  so  the  Air  Force  is  taking  into 
consideration  all  biological  resources  that  may  have  protected  status  when  the 
Air  Force  is  actually  in  construction.  The  majority  of  the  biological  work  con¬ 
ducted  to  date  has  focused  on  plants.  No  re-sitings  were  recommended.  The  Air 
Force  stated  that  they  were  considering  doing  additional  biological  studies  in 
other  seasons,  especially  Spring. 
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The  Air  Force  said  that  HDR  will  be  doing  the  Tier  II  environmental  assessments 

on  the  IOC  valleys.  Further,  the  Air  Force  stated  that  if  Nevada  and  Utah  are 

selected  for  full  basing,  the  Air  Force  will  use  the  IOC  shelter  locations,  since 

most  of  the  sites  are  good  (i.e.,  geotechnically  and  environmentally  acceptable).  j 

Mike  Elliott  said  that  the  Tier  I  environmental  impact  statement  was  supposed  to  j 

address  the  differences  in  full  or  split  basing  of  the  weapon  system  in  Texas/ 

New  Mexico  and  Utah/Nevada.  The  other  "tiered"  environmental  assessments  will  , 

address  vicinity  zone  impacts  and  site-specific  impacts. 

Major  Elliott  concluded  by  indicating  that  the  basing  mode  decision  will  be  made  * 

by  the  President.  If  full  basing  in  Utah/Nevada  is  selected,  Utah  will  have  a 
secondary  (small)  operating  base,  as  preferred  in  the  MX  DEIS.  The  Air  Force  has 
retained  EDAW,  Inc.  to  do  base  comprehensive  planning  at  four  MOB  vicinity  zones: 

Coyote  Springs,  Nevada;  Beryl  and  Milford,  Utah;  and  Clovis,  New  Mexico.  EDAW  is 
currently  in  the  process  of  narrowing  in  on  a  10,000  acre  site  within  each  ^ 

vicinity  zone  to  recommend  for  detailed  studies.  Within  two  to  four  weeks,  the 
Air  Force  will  approve  a  10,000  acre  site  for  each  vicinity  zone. 

Major  Elliott  then  discussed  Milford  vicinity  zone  in  more  detail.  There  are 

three  10,000  acre  sites  within  the  zone:  1)  the  north  Milford  site  (about  ten 

miles  southwest  of  Milford),  2)  the  central  Milford  site  (about  20  miles  south-  I 

west  of  Milford),  and  3)  the  south  Milford  site  (about  30  miles  southwest  of 

Milford).  The  north  Milford  site  is  no  longer  under  consideration  because  of 

high  mineral  potential  (and  the  Air  Force  policy  of  avoidance)  as  well  as  other 

environmental  resource  considerations. 

Questions  about  revegetation  were  raised.  It  was  mentioned  that  the  Desert  Range  I 

Experimental  Station  has  revegetation  plots.  Project  Oasis  was  also  mentioned; 
this  is  a  $25,000  study  looking  at  various  ecozones.  It  is  an  HDR  subcontractor 
and  HDR  will  forward  the  draft  report  to  the  Air  Force  sometime  in  the  next  month. 

Several  Milford  residents  complained  about  the  lack  of  local  input  into  the  sel¬ 
ection  of  the  10,000  acre  sites  within  the  Milford  vicinity  zone.  * 


AIR  FORCE  SITING  MEETING 
Milford  High  School,  Milford 
1:00  -  5:00  p.m. 

May  15,  1931 

AGENDA 

I.  Air  Force  Presentation  of  Pine  and  Wah  Wah  Valleys  Environmental 
Assessments  -  Air  Force 

II.  Discussion  of  Siting  Problems  in  Pine  and  Wah  Wah  Valleys  -  Open 

III.,  Discussion  of  Alternative  DTN  Routings  for  Pine  and  Wah  Wah  Valleys 
Transmittal  of  Maps  and  Solicitation  of  Input  -  Air  Force 

IV.  Discussion  of  ASC  Siting  near  Delta,  Transmittal  of  Maps  and 
Solicitation  of  Input  -  Air  Force 

V.  General  Discussion  of  Beryl  and  Milford  08  Siting  -  Air  Force 

DTN  =  Designated  Transportation  Network 

ASC  =  Area  Support  Center  • 

OB  =  Operating  Base  > 
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MX  SITING  MEETING 
MILFORD,  UTAH 
15  MAY  1981 

1)  INTRODUCTION  -  (USAF) 

2)  PINE  &  WAH  WAH  -  FIELD  SURVEYS  FOR  MX  IOC 

a)  OVERVIEW 

b)  GEOTECHNICAL  CONSIDERATIONS 

c)  CULTURAL  RESOURCES 

d)  BIOLOGICAL  RESOURCES 

e)  SUMMARY  OF  RESULTS 


3)  DTN  SITING 

a)  DTN  CRITERIA 
.  -  b)  COYOTE  OB 

c)  BERYL  OB 

d)  MILFORD  OB 

e)  PINE  VS.  WAH  WAH  DTN 

(1)  SYSTEMS  CONSIDERATIONS 

(2)  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSIDERATIONS 

(3)  MITIGATIONS 


4)  AREA  SUPPORT  CENTER  SITING 

a)  CRITERIA 

b)  TULE  VS.  WHIRLWIND 


5)  OB  SITING 


6)  DISCUSSION 


FIELD  SURVEYS,  IOC  VALLEYS 


AGENDA 

1.  OVERVIEW  OF  PROGRAM 

a.  Definition 

b.  Objectives 

c.  Methodology 

d.  Schedule 

2  GEOTECHNICAL  CONSIDERATIONS 

a.  Methodology 

b.  Factors  Affecting  Shelter  Locations 

c.  Results,  Wah  Wah  Valley 

d.  Results,  Pine  Valley 

3  CULTURAL  RESOURCES 

a. .  Methodology 

b.  Findings,  Wah  Wah  Valley 

c.  Findings,  Pine  Valley 

4  BIOLOGICAL  RESOURCES 

a.  Methodology 

b.  Findings,  Wah  Wah  Valley 

c.  Findings  Pine  Valley 

5  SUMMARY  OF  RESULTS 


statute  miles 


FIELD  SURVEYS,  IOC  VALLEYS 


OBJECTIVES 


•  TO  TEST  FIELD  PROCEDURES  FOR  DETERMINATION  OF 
SHELTER,  CMF,  AND  RSS  LOCATIONS 


©  TO  PROVIDE  LEGAL  DESCRIPTIONS  FOR  LAND 
WITHDRAWAL  PURPOSES 


©  TO  ASSESS  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONDITIONS  AT  SHELTER, 
CMF  AND  RSS  SITES  AND  ALONG  SOME  ROAD 
CORRIDORS  AND  DETERMINE  WHAT  CHANGES  ARE 
NEEDED  TO  MINIMIZE  IMPACTS 


©  TO  IDENTIFY  PROBLEMS  ASSOCIATED  WITH  PRESENT 
LAYOUT  CRITERIA  AND  PROCEDURES 


•  TO  DETERMINE  THE  NUMBER  OF  SITES  TO  BE 
RELOCATED  FOR  GEOTECHNICAL  REASONS 


FIELD  SURVEYS,  IOC  VALLEYS 


O  FIELD  WORK  WILL  BE  PERFORMED  IN  THE  FOLLOWING 
VALLEYS: 

DRY  LAKE,  NEVADA  -10  CLUSTERS 
PINE,  UTAH  -  5  CLUSTERS 

WAH  WAH,  UTAH  -  5  CLUSTERS 


®  FIELD  SURVEYS  WILL  BE  PERFORMED  TO  LOCATE  AND 
PLACE  MONUMENTS  AT  ALL  SHELTER,  CMF,  AND  RSS 
SITES 

O  THE  ONLY  ROADS  TO  BE  STAKED  ARE  THE  DTN  AND 
ONE  CLUSTER  IN  DRY  LAKE  VALLEY 

"  >  •  i 

©  ENVIRONMENTAL  INSPECTIONS  WIL*  BE  MADE  AT 

EACH  SITE  AND  ALONG  A  150  FOOT  WIDE  CORRIDOR 
ALONG  THE  STAKED  ROAD  ALIGNMENTS 

’  ..  » 

©  ENVIRONMENTAL  REPORTS  AND  A  GENERAL  REPORT 
OF  THE  FIELD  PROGRAM  WILL  BE  PREPARED 

i 


» 


i 


VALLEY  SHELTER  LAYOUT  METHODOLOGY 


MX  SITE  LAYOUT  REQUIREMENTS, 
HORIZONTAL  SHELTER 


OPEN  HEXAGONAL  PATTERN 

SHELTER  SPACING,  5200 '±  200' 

NOT  MORE  THAN  3  NEAREST  NEIGHBORS 

POSITIONS  FOR  34  OR  35  SHELTERS, 

SHOW  23 

MINIMUM  HORIZONTAL  RADIUS  OF  CURVATURE 
400’ 

SHELTERS  ORIENTED  AWAY  FROM  NEAREST 
NEIGHBOR  BY  AT  LEAST  55° 

AVOID  USACE  RECOMMENDED  EXCLUSIONS 

POWER  LINES  <50  KV-750' 

50-250  KV-1250' 

>250  KV-2500' 

QUANTITY  DISTANCES  (AFR  127-100) 
Protective  structure  and  CMF  to: 


-  Existing  roads  with  ADT  >50 - 1780' 

-  Inhabited  building - ;2965' 

-  Pipelines - - -  300' 


CLUSTER  ROAD  GRADES  TO  NOT  EXCEED  5% 


MX  SITE  LAYOUT  CONSIDERATIONS 


I 


FIELD  SURVEY  METHODOLOGY 
IOC  VALLEYS 


FIELD  PROCEDURES 

DRY  LAKE,  PINE,  and  WAH  WAH  VALLEYS 


REPORT  OF 
FIELD  PROGRAM 


FN-TR-42 


LOCATION  OF  SURVEY 

MONUMENTS  AT  SHELTER  SITES,  IOC  VALLEYS 


265' 


O  POINTS  WHERE  SURVEY  MONUMENTS  WILL  BE  LOCATED 


LOCATION  OF  SURVEY 
MONUMENTS  AT  SHELTER  SITES ,  IOC  VALLEYS 


MX  SITING  INVESTIGATION 
DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE  -  #M0 
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GEOTECHNICAL  METHODOLOGY 


REVIEW  1:9600  MAPS 

•  REVIEW  1:25,000  AERIAL  PHOTOGRAPHS 

•  REVIEW  VERIFICATION  DATA 

o  PERFORM  SITE  INSPECTIONS  AND  IDENTIFY  SITES 
WITH  PROBLEMS  .  PREPARE  FIELD  SKETCHES  AND 
TAKE  PHOTOGRAPHS 

©  PREPARE  LIST  OF  RECOMMENDED  RESITINGS  AND 
REASONS  FOR  RESITINGS 

©  REVIEW  OF  LIST  BY  ERTEC  ENGINEERS  AND 

GEOLOGIST  AND  BY  PERSONNEL  FROM  AFRCE,  BMO, 
TRW,  AND  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS 

•  FIELD  REVIEW  OF  SELECTED  SiTES 

•  FINAL  RESITING  DECISIONS  BY  AFRCE 


I 


GEOTECHNICAL  FACTORS 
AFFECTING  SHELTER  LOCATIONS 

i 

I  SUITABLE  AREA  FACTORS  (SITING  CRITERIA) 
Surface  or  Shallow  Rock 

•  Surface  or  Shallow  Water 

L  •  Adverse  Terrain 

•  Slopes  Greater  Than  10% 

f 

\  . 

H  SITEABLE  AREA  FACTORS  (EVALUATION) 

•  Drainages  and  Washes 

r  .  Active  and  Potentially  Active  Faults 

•  Playa 

c  •  Ground  Cracks 

•  Potential  For  Sheet  Flooding 


( 


SUMMARY  OF  RESULTS 
FIELD  SURVEYS,  IOC  VALLEYS 


NUMBER  OF  SHELTERS  RESITED 
FOR  GEOTECHNICAL  REASONS 


SUITABLE  AREA  FACTORS 

WAH  WAH 
VALLEY 

PINE 

VALLEY 

Surface  or  Shallow  Rock 

1 

0 

Surface  or  Shallow  Water 

0 

0 

Adverse  Terrain 

0 

0 

Slope  Greater  Than  10% 

0 

0 

Sub  Total 

1 

0 

S1TEABLE  AREA  FACTORS 

Drainages  and  Washes 

13 

14 

Active  and  Potentially  Active  Faults 

0 

1 

Playa 

.0 

1 

Ground  Cracks 

0 

0 

Potential  For  Sheet  Flooding 

0 

0 

Sub  Total 

13 

16 

TOTAL  14 


16 


ENVIRONMENTAL  SURVEY  PROCEDURES 


o  DEVELOPED  IN  CLOSE  COOPERATION  WITH 
BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT  AND  U.S. 
AIRFORCE 

©IOC  VALLEYS  TO  SERVE  AS  TEST  OF 
PROCEDURES 

©  PROCEDURES  MODIFIED  AS  A  RESULT  OF  FIELD 
EXPERIENCE 


I 


QUALITY  ASSURANCE 

•  S 

1.  FORMS  (SAMPLE  UNIT  FORM,  WILDLIFE  & 
PLANT  FORMS,  MASTER  SPECIES  LIST,  SITE 
RECORD  FORMS) 

2.  JOURNALS  (FIELD  NOTES)  . 

3.  VOUCHER  COLLECTIONS  (BIOLOGY  ONLY) 

4.  ADVISORS  &  EXPERTS 

5.  VERIFICATION  PHOTOS 


AGENCY  CONTACTS 
CULTURAL  RESOURCES 


BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT  STATE 
AND  DISTRICT  OFFICES 

UTAH  STATE  HISTORICAL  SOCIETY 

ANTIQUITIES  SECTION,  SALT  LAKE  CITY 

UNIVERSITY  OF  UTAH 

SOUTHERN  UTAH  STATE  UNIVERSITY 


BLM  LIST  OF  CULTURAL  RESOURCES 
REQUIRING  AVOIDANCE 

PREHISTORIC 

1.  SITES  OR  FEATURES  LIKELY  TO  HAVE  DEPTH 

2.  ROCK  SHELTERS  AND  ROCK  ART  SITES 
IMMEDIATELY  EXPOSED  TO  FACILITY 
LOCATION 

3.  SITES  THAT  ARE: 

A.  LARGE  LITHIC  SCATTERS  WITH 
TEMPORALLY  OR  CULTURALLY 
DIAGNOSTIC  ARTIFACTS 

B.  MULTI-COMPONENT 

C.  MULTIPLE  ACTIVITY  AREAS 

4.  BURIAL  SITES 

5.  ROCK  ALIGNMENTS  AND  CAIRNS 
HISTORIC 

1.  STRUCTURES  OLDER  THAN  50  YEARS 

2.  MULTI-COMPONENT  OR  MULTIPLE 
ACTIVITY  SITES 

3.  MINING  DEVELOPMENTS 

4.  CEMETERIES 

5.  EARLY  ROADS  AND  TRAILS 

NOTE: 

IN  ADDITION  TO  THESE  CRITERIA,  IT  WAS  AGREED 
THAT  SINCE  SO  FEW  ARCHEOLOGICAL  SITES  WERE 
DISCOVERED  IN  PINE  AND  WAH  WAH  VALLEYS 
CERTAIN  LITHIC  SCATTERS  IN  THESE  VALLEYS 
WOULD  REQUIRE  AVOIDANCE 


CULTURAL  RESOURCE  SURVEY  PROCEDURES 

1.  25-  METER  TRANSECTS  (BLM  “INTENSIVE”  SURVEY) 

2.  DATA  RECORDED  ON  STANDARD  SAMPLE  UNIT 
RECORD  AND  ANTIQUITIES  SITE  FORMS 
DEVELOPED  FOR  THE  MX  PROJECT 

CULTURAL  RESOURCE  COLLECTION  POLICY 

1.  ISOLATED  ARTIFACTS  DIAGNOSTIC  OF  CULTURE 
OR  CHRONOLOGY 


WAH  WAH  VALLEY 
CULTURAL  RESOURCES  FINDINGS 

A.  PREHISTORIC 

1.  ISOLATED  ARTIFACTS  39 

2.  LITHIC  SCATTERS  1 1 

<  ■■  ' 

TOTAL  50 

B.  HISTORIC  . 

1.  ISOLATED  ARTIFACTS  6 

2.  SCATTERS  _2 

I 

TOTAL  8 

C.  PREHISTORIC  AND  HISTORIC 

1  SMALL  TEMPORARY  CAMPSITE  WITH 
HISTORIC  TRASH  DUMP 


KEY 


3  CLUSTER 

—  SHELTER  SITE 

—  CLUSTER  MAINTENANCE  FACILITY  (CMR 

—  BARRIST 

M  REMOTE  SURVEILLANCE  SITE  (RSS) 
s  P^GNATEa  transportation. 

—  NETWORK  ROAa(QTN) 

—  clusth*  roact 

—  suitable  area  boundary 


20000 

I 


FEET 


O  LITHIC  SCATTER  -  LARGE 
®  LITHIC  SCATTER  -  SMALL 
A  HISTORIC  SITE 

»  ISOLATED  ARTIFACT  (PREHISTORIC)' 
O  ISOLATED  ARTIFACT  (HISTORIC) 

♦  MILLING  STATION 
O  TEMPORARY  CAMP  (PREHISTORIC) 


MX  SITING  INVESTIGATION 
IjDEPARTMENT  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE 
BMO/AFRCE-MX 


SAMPLE  CLUSTER  LAYOUT  AND 
ARCHEOLOGICAL  SITE  MAP 
MAH  MAH  VALLEY 


qQN 


WAH  WAH  VALLEY 
CULTURAL  RESITINGS 


WAH  WAH  VALLEY 
SHELTER  UNITS 

4/8  -  LARGE  LITHIC  SCATTER 
5/5  -  LARGE  LITH1C  SCATTER 
5/7  -  LARGE  LITHIC  SCATTER 
CLUSTER  MAINTENANCE  FACILITY  3  - 

SMALL  LITHIC  SCATTER,  PREHISTORIC 
AND  HISTORIC  ISOLATES 


TOTAL  4 


PINE  VALLEY 

CULTURAL  RESOURCES  FINDINGS 

•A  i 

A.  PREHISTORIC 

1.  ISOLATED  ARTIFACTS  20 

2.  LITHIC  SCATTERS  _3 

TOTAL  23 

B.  HISTORIC 

1.  ISOLATED  ARTIFACTS  8 

C.  PREHISTORIC  AND  HISTORIC 

1.  HISTORIC  TRASH  DUMP  WITH  FLAKES 


3)  CLUSTER 
m  shelter  site 

•  CLUSTER  MAINTENANCE  FACILITY  ICMF) 

—  BARRIER 

A  REMOTE  SURVEILLANCE  SITE  (RSS) 
DESIGNATED  TRANSPOHIATION 
~  NETWORK  GOAD(OTN) 

—  CLUSTER  ROAD 

—  SUITABLE  AREA  BOUNDARY 


PINE  VALLEY 
CULTURAL  RESITINGS 


PINE  VALLEY 

SHELTER  UNITS 

1/1  -  LITHIC  SCATTER 

3/21  -  LITHIC  SCATTER _ 

TOTAL  2 


PURPOSE  OF  BIOLOGICAL  STUDIES 


O  TO  OBTAIN  SITE-SPECIFIC  DATA  FROM  IOC  VALLEYS 

WITH  EMPHASIS  ON  PROTECTED  SPECIES  AND  HABITATS 

©  TO  EVALUATE  SITE-SPECIFIC  IMPACTS 
AND  MITIGATION  MEASURES  . 

O  TO  TEST  AND  IMPROVE  FIELD  METHODS 


APPROACH  TO  BIOLOGICAL  STUDIES 

% 

•  .  < 

A.  REVIEW  AND  SUMMARIZE  EXISTING  DATA 
FROM  VARIOUS  SOURCES: 

\  > 

©  BLM  “  UTAH  STATE  OFFICE 

-  CEDAR  CITY  DISTRICT  OFFICE 

O  UTAH  DIVISION  OF  WILDLIFE  RESOURCES 
0  UTAH  NATIVE  PLANT  SOCIETY 
©  OTHERS 

-  USFWS 

-  EPA 

~  UNIVERSITIES 


B.  CONDUCT  FIELD  PROGRAM 

©  METHODS  DEVELOPED  IN  CONJUNCTION  WITH  BLM 
©CONDUCTED  FROM  NOVEMBER  1980. 


TO  MARCH  1981 


LISTS  OF  PROTECTED  SPECIES  AND  HABITATS 

IN  UTAH 


I-  FEDERALLY  ’LISTED*  T  &  E  WILDLIFE  (FR,  MAY  20.  1980) 

-  FEDERALLY  ’LISTED',  ’PROPOSED*.  AND  ’CURRENTLY 
UNDER  Rt  MEW*  T  &  E  PLANTS  (FR,  DECEMBER  15,  1980) 

I-  ’VERTEBRATE  SPECIES  OF  WILDLIFE  HAVING  HIGH  INTEREST 
TO  THE  STATE  OF  UTAH’  (UDWR,  JUNE,  1980) 

-  ’STATUS  OF  SELECTED  NONGAME  WILDLIFE  AND  PLANT 
SPECIES  IN  UTAH*  (UDWR,  MAY,  1980) 

-  CRITICAL  HABITATS  AND  SENSITIVE  SPECIES  IN  PINE 
AND  WAH  WAH  VALLEYS  (LETTER  FROM  DIRECTOR  ' 

OF  UDWR,  DEC.  15,  1980) 

t 

-  ’UTAH  THREATENED  AND  ENDANGERED  PLANTS’ 

(UNPS,  JAN.  1980) 

l  -  UNOFFICIAL  SENSITIVE  PLANTS  (CEDAR  CITY  BLM, 

I  JAN.  16,  1981) 


i  nr 


i 


^4  X-m  XTjr 


BIOLOGY 

FIELD  METHODOLOGY 

SITE  LOCATION  AND  STAKING 
TRAVERSES 

-  OVERVIEW  OF  VEGETATION,  WILDLIFE,  ABIOTIC 
CONDITIONS,  AMD  DISTURBANCE  FACTORS 

-  POTENTIAL  T  &  E  PLANTS,  OTHER  IMPORTANT 
FINDS  MAPPED  ON  GRID 

TRANSECTS 

%  1  ' 

-  50-M  LINE-INTERCEPTS 

-  PERENNIAL  PLANTS  COUNTED  AND  MEASURED 

DOCUMENTATION 

# 

-  VOUCHER  COLLECTION 

-  PHOTOGRAPHY 

-  FIELD  JOURNALS 

-  STANDARD  DATA  FORMS 


WAH  WAH  VALLEY 
BIOLOGY  FINDINGS 


a  7  SITES  -  CORYPHANTHA  VIVIPARA 

AND  SCLEROCACTUS  PUBISPINUS 
(1-2  INDIVIDUALS  EACH) 

a  50  SITES  -  FOX  DENS 

a  21  SITES  -ANTELOPE  SIGNS  (NO  PATTERN) 

®  MORE  THAN  HALF  THE  SITES  WITHIN  BALD  EAGLE 
WINTER  USE  AREA 

-  ^  . 
a  CLUSTER  5  -  RELATIVELY  DIVERSE  (CACTUS, 
ANTELOPE,  FOX) 

V-  ^  ,  v  .  .  *  ,  \  '  ...  "  •  . 

#  *  •  /•.'  •  ,  - '  '  ‘‘  *■  •  J  ;  • 

ais  POSSIBLE  T  &  E  PLANT  SPECIES 

^  ••  *,*-!.*  «  ,  '  » '  “  »  .  . 

'  -  ,  .  '  "  '  .  .  .  ,  1  ,  ‘  •  ’  . 

a  3  POSSIBLE  T  &  E  PLANT  VARIETIES 


3)  CLUSTER 

—  SHELTER  SITE 

m  CLUSTER  MAINTENANCE  FACILITY  (CMF) 

—  BARRIER 

a  REMOTE  SURVEILLANCE  SITE  IRSS) 
DESIGNATED  TRANSPORTATION 

—  NETWORX  ROAD  10TN) 

—  CLUSTER  ROAD 

—  SUITABLE  AREA  BOUNDARY  „ 


WINTER  USE* AREA 


CD  CLUSTER 
-  SHELTER  SITE 

m  CLUSTER  MAINTENANCE  FACILITY  <CMF>  \ 

-  BARRIER 

a  REMOTE  SURVEILLANCE  SITE  (RSS) 

=  DESIGNATED  TRANSPORTATION 
=  NETWORK  ROAD  IDTN) 

—  CLUSTER  ROAD 

—  SUITABLE  AREA  BOUNDARY 

* 

V  v'  Ur— OO 

O  ANTELOPE 


gsFrtPf* 

JfetEwwbetoefefyCaMM* ■» 


MX  SITING  INVESTIGATION 
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FIELD  SURVEY  RESULTS: 
ANTELOPE  SIGN  AND  SIGHTINGS 
WAN  WAH  VALLEY 


PINE  VALLEY  BIOLOGY  FINDINGS 

4 


SITE  SPECIFIC 

°  2/13,  2/15,  RSS  1  -  EAGLE  FORAGE  AREA 

•  3/6  -6C.  vivipara,  3  S.  pubispinus 
©  4/7  -  32  C.  vivipara 

•  4/10  -  11  Sphaeralcea  caespitosa, 

2  C.  vivipara 

NUMEROUS  SITES 

•  22  POSSIBLE  T  &  E  PLANT  SPECIES 

•  4  POSSIBLE  T  &  E  PLANT  VARIETIES 

CLUSTER  5 

•  SAGE  GROUSE  HABITAT  AND  STRUTTING  GROUND 
AREA:  SIGNS  OF  CURRENT  USAGE  PRESENT 

•  ANTELOPE  SIGN  (16  SITES) 

•  MULE  DEER  SIGN  (5  SITES) 

•  MAJORITY  OF  JACKRABBIT  (PREY  FOR  RAPTORS) 

•  ELK  HABITAT  (NO  SIGNS  EVIDENT) 


ft 


CRITERIA  FOR  RECOMMENDED 
BIOLOGY  RESITING 


GENERAL  APPROACH 

•  CASE  BY  CASE  BASIS  -  NO  HARD  AND 
FAST  RULE 

•  OVERALL  ECOSYSTEM  CONSIDERATION. 

•  BIOLOGICAL  FOCUS 

DECISION  BASE 

•  ON-SITE  SURVEY  RESULTS 

•  BACKGROUND  RESEARCH  (SPECIES,  RANGE, 
POPULATION,  HABITS,  AND  HABITAT) 

•  BLM/DEPT.  OF  WILDLIFE  CONCERNS 

•  OUTSIDE  EXPERTS  IN  SPECIAL  AREAS 

•  LEGISLATIVE  (FEDERAL,  STATE,  PRIVATE 
LISTINGS,  FLPMA) 

•  FEDERAL,  STATE,  AND  LOCAL  STATUS 


RESULTS  OF  FIELD  SURVEYS 
WAH  WAH  VALLEY,  UTAH 

FACILITIES  SITED 

115  SHELTER  SITES  (HSS) 

5  CLUSTER  MAINTENANCE  FACILITIES  (CMF) 

4  REMOTE  SURVEILLANCE  SITES  (RSS) 

{NOT  APPLICABLE  AFTER  12  MARCH  1981} 

APPROVED  RESITINGS:  26  SHELTERS 


NUMBER 

10  - 

9  - 

8  - 

7  - 

6  - 

5  - 

4  - 

3  - 

2  - 

1  - 


%  OF  TOTAL 
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RESULTS  OF  FIELD  SURVEYS 
PINE  VALLEY,  UTAH 

FACILITIES  SITED 

115  SHELTER  SITES  (HSS) 

5  CLUSTER  MAINTENANCE  FACILITIES(CMF) 

4  REMOTE  SURVEILLANCE  SITES  (RSS) 

(NOT  APPLICABLE  AFTER  12  MARCH  1981) 


APPROVED  RESITINGS:  22  SHELTERS 


DESIGNATED  TRANSPORTATION  NETWORK 

ROAD  SYSTEM  FOR  MOVING'THE  MISSILES  BETWEEN 
THE  MAIN  O.B.  AND  THE  DEPLOYMENT  AREA 


w 


FACTORS  INFLUENCING 
DTN  ROUTE  SELECTION 


©  MOUNTAIN  PASSES  (INTER-VALLEY  ROADS) 
Grade,  constructibility,  distance 

©.  LOCATION  AND  ORIENTATION  OF  CLUSTERS 


'  ©  GEOTECHNICAL  CONDITIONS 
i  Playas,  drainages,  adverse  terrain 

c  ^ 

©  CULTURAL  /  ENVIRONMENTAL 
Existing  roads,  structures,  land  use 
<■  Environmentally  sensitive  areas 

EIS  exclusions 


c 


designated  transportation  network 

.  FROM  BERYL  MAIN  OPERATIONAL  BASE  '' 


PINE  VALLEY  DTN 
FOR  BERYL  MAIN  OB 


SUMMARY  OF  PINE 
VS 

WAH  WAH  OPTIONS 

®  CONSTRUCTION  AND  OPERATING  COST  FAVOR 
A  PINE  VALLEY  OPTION 

©  BIOLOGICAL  VS  ECONOMIC  RESOURCE 
TRADE-OFF  -  REQUIRES  MORE  DATA 

•  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  APPEARS  MANAGEABLE 
THRU  MITIGATION  MEASURES 

•  FINAL  OB  SITE  REQUIRED 


AREA  SUPPORT  CENTER  (ASC) 

•  FUNCTIONS 

•  SECURITY 

•  MAINTENANCE 

•  FACILITIES 

•  VEHICLES 

•  HELICOPTERS 

•  EQUIPMENT  MAINTENANCE 

•  STORAGE  -  PARTS  AND  EQUIPMENT 

•  ACCOMODATIONS 


c 


c 


( 


/One*  HCC'CMAI  C^vit  two'wtfn-v* 
*•*  *0*«f  «*«f  Ul 


AREA  SUPPORT  CENTER  (ASC) 
SITE  SELECTION  CRITERIA 


©  SITE  SUFFICIENT  ASC’S  TO  SUPPORT  A  200  CLUSTER 

SYSTEM  WITH  ABILITY  TO  ACCOMODATE  CLUSTERS  ’ 

PRESENTLY  OUTSIDE  LIMITS  OF  EXISTING  REGIONAL  LAYOUT 

•  > 

©  EACH  ASC  TO  SUPPORT  MAXIMUM  NUMBER  OF  CLUSTERS 

WITHIN  A  65  STATUTE  MILE  RADIUS 

.  .  ...  » 

r  O  LOCATE  ASC'S  ALONG  THE  DESIGNATED  TRANSPORTATION 

NETWORK  (DTN)  .  > 

1  O  LOCATE  ASC'S  IN  CLOSE  PROXIMITY  TO  MAJOR  HIGHWAYS 

•  -  '  • .  » 

AND  OB  OR  LOCAL  COMMUNITIES 

(  • 

©  LOCATE  ASC'S  IN  "SUITABLE"  TERRAIN  BUT  WITHOUT  LOSS  » 
OF  SHELTER  SITES 


( 


i 


JUftS  COUNTY' 


JUAB  COUNTY 


PROPOSED  DTN  FOR  TULE 
ASC-(MU-FORD  OB,. 
PINE  IA  ACCESS) 


TULE  ASC 


+  CENTRALLY  LOCATED 

+  CONSTRUCTION  CAMP  AT  ASC  VICINITY  ZONE 
+  CONSTRUCTION  MILEAGE  FAVORS  TULE 
+  EXCELLENT  CLUSTER  ACCESS 

-  DISTANCE  FROM  SUPPORT  COMMUNITY 

WHIRLWIND  ASC 

+  ALONG  A  MAIN  HIGHWAY 
+  CLOSE  TO  DELTA 

-  POOR  CLUSTER  ACCESS 

?  COEXISTENCE  OF  DTN  WITH  STATE  HIGHWAY 


ASC  SUMMARY 


•  PRELIMINARY  SITING  FAVORS  A  TULE  ASC 

o  NEED  ADDITIONAL  DATA /  FURTHER  STUDY 

•  COEXISTANCE  OF  ROADS 

•  PROXIMITY  TO  DELTA 

•  ENVIRONMENTAL  FACTORS 

•  COMPLETION  OF  CLUSTERING 

•  OB  SELECTION 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE 

RCQIONAL  CIVIC  ENGINEER  -  MX  (APEBC) 
NORTON  AIR  FORCE  BASS.  CA  03400 


JUi  1  m 


HK1I» 
Jtl  TR  Of 


DEV 


subject'  Corrections  to  Minutes  of  Siting  Meetings 


%  9  JUN  1981 


to'  Utah  M-X  Coordination  Office 
ATTN:  Mr.  Kenneth  C.  Olson 
448  E.  400  South,  Suite  103 
Salt  Lake  City  UT  84111 

1.  We  have  reviewed  the  minutes  prepared  by  your  office  following  the  siting 
meetings  in  Salt  lake  City  on  23  Apr  8l,  and  in  Milford  on  15  May  8l.  Factual 
clarifications  have  been  annotated  on  the  attached  copies. 

2.  Request  significant  corrections  be  added  to  minutes  and  furnished  to  the 
original  distribution  list. 


lonel,  USAF 


Deputy  Director 
Environmental  Planning  Division 


i  Atch 

1.  Corrected  Minutes  from  23  Apr 
Siting  Meeting 

2.  Corrected  Minutes  from  15  May 
Siting  Meeting 


Cy  to:  HQ  USAP  ED-M(MHJ0/Maj  McMains) 
Ertec  Western  (S.  Madsen) 
COE/SPKRE  (M.  Wheeler) 

HDR  (R.  Tausch) 


UTAH  MX  COORDINATION  OFFICE 

448  EAST  400  SOUTH.  SUITE  103 
SALT  LAKE  CITY.  UTAH  84 111 

Phone  (801)  364-9647 

SCOTT  M.  MATHESON  KENNETH  C.  OLSON 

governor  project  manager 
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MEMORANDUM 


TO:  All  Interested  Persons 

FROM:  Utah  MX  Coordination  Of f i ce 

DATE:  May  13,  1981 

» 

SUBJECT:  Air  Force  MX  Siting  Meeting 

\ 

On  April  23,  1981,  an  Air  Force  MX  Siting  Meeting  was  held  in  Room  303 

of  the  State  Capitol  in  Salt  Lake  City.  A  copy  of  the  agenda,  attendance 

list  and  handouts  is  attached.  The  discussion  is  summarized  below.  9 

Major  Mike  Elliott  of  the  Air  Force  Regional  Civil  Engineer’s  Office 
„  (AFRCE-MXJ  began  by  stating  that  the  Air  Force  had  been  working  on  the 
,  si  ting  sys  tem_forthe  jiast  nine  months  and  that  it  was  finally  beginning 

to  fit  together.  The  Air  Force  felt  t’hat'they  needed  to  do  a  better  job  I 

of  getting  input  from  the  state,  local  and  private  sector.  This  is  a 
preliminary  meeting,  prior  to  the  initiation  of  a  formal  siting  review 
board,  which  would  problably  be  holding  its  first  meeting  within  a  month. 

The  purpose  of  the  meeting  is  to  do  a  complete  debriefing  of  what  the 

Air  Force  and  its  contractors  have  done  in  Pine  and  Wah  Wah  Valleys,  Utah.  I 

Stan  Madsen  of  ERTEC  explained  that  three  valleys  had  been  chosen:  Dry 

Lake  Valley,  Nevada  and  Pine  and  Wah  Wah  Valleys,  Utah  for  the  puropse 

of  having  ten  clusters  operational  by  mid-1986,  the  Initial  operating 

Capability  (IOC)  date.  The  Air  Force  has  opted  for  ten  cluster  in  Dry 

Lake  Valley  and  five  cluster  each  in  Pine  and  Wah  Wah  Valleys. 

One  of  the  changes  to  the  baseline  system  is  that  it/has  switched  to 
direct  connect,  which  means  that  th.  rioter  roads £njl  go  directly  from 
one  shelter  to  the  next.  ERTEC  reported  that  their1  report  on  the  IOC 
weapon  system  layout  is  in  draft  form,  but  it  will  be  submitted  to  the 
Air  Force  very  soon.  Every  time  the  Designated  Transportation  Network  (DTK) 
is  changed,  the  sheltero^havo  to-be  modified^.  Furthermore,  there  will  have 
to  be  a  -g-yGCO  foot  stand/off  distance  between  power  lines  and  any  she! ter PJ 

tX>CA~to»s  Am y  7b  8C  fhoPtfisP  7*  SPaC/'^Q- 
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5/r^s 


<S*EVT£tL. 

The  initial  weapon  system  layout  for  Way  Wah  Yalley  had  to  be  chanced 
to  regroup  cluster  because  of  a  DTN  rerouting. 

Before  the  surveyors  began  their  work,  a  geotechnical  and  monument  survey 
was  done.  After  this  process  was  completed,  surveyors  prepared  legal 
descriptions  and  then  reports.  Since  the  question  remained  whether  the 
c+tts*e«  were  acceptable  or  not,  a  field  review  of  the  surveyed  sites 
ensued.  The  siting  review  board  will  make  a  final  decision  on  the  accept¬ 
ability  of  the  sites  at  a  later  date.  If  a  decision  is  made  to  change 
the  site  layout(s),  then  the  process  would  be  repeated. 

“Vf:  Sufcfloi'.VSiJJtz  SjJpeW.ttPJcP 

ERTEC  stated  that  approximately  12  acres  would  be  -di-sturbod  for  each  2,5 
acre  shelter  site.WThe  geotechnical  factors  affecting  the  shelter  location 
are  depth  to  rock  and  water  -  depths  must  be  more  . than  50  feet.  The  BLM 
will  be  reviewing  wildlife  and  botanical  voucher  collections.  The  Utah 
State  Archeologist  has  visited  the  area.  Resiting  will  be  recommended 
so  as  not  to  disturb  4^atod-a^ti facts..  A  question  was  asked  about  the 
criteria  used  to  determine  resiting;  ERTEC  indicated  the  resiting  criteria 
was  in  their  repor^r  which  .will  be  released  to  the  Air  Force  next  week. 

o S ,T£T,  JPoiAlislf  PCf/ fairS  A/ttp  UM£jJ  A  Ste-p.FlbAtJT  FfPp, 

Biological  resources  were  discussed.  The  BLM  has  given  Air  Force  contractors 
biological  data  for  the  four  operating  base  sites  and  the  IOC  valleys.  The 
lists  of  protected  species  are  subject  to  change,  so  the  Air  Force  is  .tak¬ 
ing  into  consideration  all  biological  resources  that  may  have  protected 
status  when  the  Air  Force  is  actually  in  construction.  *The-majorrty  of 


were-re€or.-/-?nded C‘)  1 1  was  pointed  out  that  these  studies  were  done  only 
in  one  season  (primarily  winter),  and  it  is  generally  not  possible  to  deter¬ 
mine  what  is  happening  during  the  other  three  seasons,  the  Air  Froce  stated 
that  they  were  considering  doing  additional  biological  studies  in  other 
-different  seasons,  especially  spring.  The  Utah  Division  of  Wildlife  Resources 
stated  that  they  v/ould  help  the  Air  Force  and  their  contractors  determine 
the  impacts  in  the  long  term;  an  environmental  constraint  analysis  for  Pine 
and  Wah  Wah  Valleys  has  already  been  given  to  the  Air  Force. 

The  Air  Force  stated  that  HDR  will  be  doing  the  Tier  II  environmental  assess¬ 
ments. 


A  question  was  asked  whether  the  Air  Force  v/ould  be  holding  a  siting  review 
meeting  in  southern  Utah.  The  Air  Force  indicated  that  they  v/ould  hold  sit¬ 
ing  review  meetings  in  Nevada  and  Utah,  and  they  v/ould  repeat  this  meeting 
on  May  15  in  Milford,  Utah.  Further,  the  Air  Force  stated  that  if  Nevada 
and  Utah  are  selected  for  full  basing,  the  Air  Force  will  use  the  IOC  shelter  I 

locations ^rsi nee  most  of  the  sites  are  good  (i.e.,  geotechnically  and  envi¬ 
ronmental  1)\  acceptabl e) . 

UfJLCSt  At.r&Z+iAjJ:  4CGStl&f*f77&>  £>i**jfj£r  PTJ>c£sJ  t jr  "£vA»A.urf.  M 

The  Air  Force  was  asked  about  the  status  of  cluster  five  in  Pine  Valley  and 
v/hat  (if  any)  alternative  solutions  were/are  being  examined.  Major  Elliott 
stated  that  the  decision  has  been  made  to  proceed  the  land  withdrawal  require-  • 

ments.  The  Air  Force  is  aware  that  cluster  five  has  a  f ew  problmes,  but 
there  may  not  be  an  easy  v/ay  to  solve  them.  The  easy  solution  would  be  to 

Co  -Jtte  ft  /KaCJ  h  *>ssip£*-/Z2>  VM/P  JUFF/<st£s>r  7t>  rfvfX.  7H£  7tf ST  &£ 

p]t7uAS£  D  cofJJtMcvoP,  _  .  ■  * 
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move  the  cluster,  but  that  may  not  be  feasible  for  the  Air  Force  taking 
everything  into  consideration. 

Several  questions  were  raised  about  the  work  that  ERTEC  is  doing  on  shelter 
siting  and  its  integration  with  DTN  siting. 

The  State  of  Utah  stated  that  the  analysis  and  assessment  of  environmental 
resources  in  the  siting  process  used  by  the  Air  Froce  needs  improvement. 

It  seems  that  the  analysis  and  assessment  of  geotechnical  and  engineering 
•criteria  is  working  well.  The  Air  Force  stated  that  the  integration  of 
environmental  siting  criteria  is  open  for  modification. 

The  Air  Force  indicated  that  after  IOC  valleys  have  been  evaluated  and  ap¬ 
proved  using  this  process,  all  of  the  remaining  deployment  valleys  will  be 
handled  in  the  same  fashion.  There  will  be  an  environmental  assessment  of 
impacts  done  on  all  of  the  other  valleys.  The  Air  Force  said  they  have 
relied  on  the  BLM  to  tell  them  how  to  do  the  environmental  assessments  as 
well  as  invited  the  BLM  to  tell  them  how  to  do  the  Tier  I  environmental 
impact  statement  for  deployment  area  selection  and  land  withdrawal/acquis¬ 
ition. 


The  Air  Force  was  asked  why  the  ranchers  had  not  been  given  any  consideration 
in  the  siting  process.  The  ranchers  had  not  been  contacted  by  the  Air  Force 
as  had  been  promised.  Major  Elliott  stated  that  the  Air  Force  is  aware  of 
the  ranching  problems  and  the  ranchers'  concerns  had  been  taken  into  con¬ 
sideration  in  siting  the  weapon  system;  .-clus-tors  wore?  mo-ved-beeattse-of 
-Animal-  Unit  MtmttTS" (Atmis-) /^The  ranchers  have  asked  the  Air  Force  to  map 
the  white  sage  in  Pine  Valley  and  stay  away  format  in  siting  if  at  all 
possible.  The  Air  Force  is  going  to  do  the  mapping  but  in  all  honesty  may 
not  be  a61e  to  avoid  the  white  sage. 


Major  Elliot  stated  that  the  Tier  I  environmental  impact  statement  was 
supposed  to  address  the  differences  in  full  or  split  basing  the  weapon 
system  in  Texas/New  Mexico  and  Utah/Nevada.  The  other  "tiered"  environ¬ 
mental  assessments  will  address  vicinity  zone  and  site-specific  impacts. 

The  meaning  of  "new  impacts"  was  asked,  and  Major  Elliott  replied  that  it 
probably  meant  different  impacts,,  f&sn  7t*ose  .•+>  wf  f  P&v* 

J/~r>ry\  >  (2.) 

It  v/as  mentioned  that  the  prairie  dog  colonies  will  be  avoided  by  a.-one- 
4fti4e  stand-off  di stance -fw-  the  DTNi^Some  of  the  possible  solutions  to 
handling  both  the  MX  and  wildlife  are  1)  to  declare  MX  areas  temporary 
wildlife  areas,  2)  to  control  firearms  as  well  as  other  alternatives. 
Mitigation  means  a  reduction  in  impacts,  not  necessarily  an  elimination 


of  impacts. 
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air  force  siting  meeting 

Room  303,  State  Capitol,  Salt  Lake  City 
1 :00  -  5:00  p.m. 

April  23,  1931 


AGENDA 


I.  Air  Force  Presentation  of  Pine  and  V'a’n  Uah  Valleys  Environmental 

•  •* 

Assessments  and  Integration  of  Utah  Environmental  Data  on  These 

Valleys  -  Air  Force 

II.  Discussion  of  Pine  and  ’..'ah  VJah  Valleys  Siting  Problems  -  Open 

lil.  Presentation  of  Alternative  DTN  Routings  for  Pine  and  V!ah  VJah  Valleys, 
Transmittal  of  Haps  and  Solicitation  of  Input  -  Air  Force 

TV.  Presentation  of  ASC  Siting  Near  Delta,  Transmittal  of  Maps  and 
Solicitation  of  Input  -  Air  Force 

V.  General  Discussion  of  Beryl  and  Milford  03  Siting 

DTN  =  Designated  Transportation  Network 
ASC  “  Area  Support  Center 
CD  =  Operating  Base 

Please  call  36A-96 47  to  confirm  your  attendance.  Please  designate  an 
alternative  if  you  cannot  attend. 


l 4sr 

7/lK  5/77A/j-  nleen'S^ 

/jf&L  23 ,  t?J/ 


ti/br-B 
Jdu-d  J&fct-} 

'iCL. 

/<£$5  Sat>i~Hu*/ic-K 

£ HjesrC-  i5>$ 

Terry  O/J* 

foi*.  fc^tcs 

^FeVfe/j  A.  iA^oso^ 
/ClcChu 

@fk.  /?£V2 


We«./Q£XZ-^ 

CD.77  f)\-:  fAiilo.n 

^D&r\xll  l~l<  hlsf\ 

T^upv  T)no$H\c!c. 

5- V  n  ^  )"f  *  J  .  -cbe  i'  m  ci 

£3~/\ iZ.  <—  /-///o i?c 6 yr* 

^or4r-i  (V\.  fA  cG>\v_^_Jou.^-;iri 

rf  £ 

6- //,+.„  'BO  ~7*^£%>ri 

sfe/Ylpu^  C&vrvnq'feyl 

n-  c-n 

Dog*  rtr-j  P&GfC 


y' 


Ur#i+  M  tui/3.  Offrce 

zJ.  <7j 

(JjaL  is^y  ‘  /f=^t  tfu 

So  (7 -f^U.  S“i^r<_ (c9  (JsyC 

^  J  /  (J<^J  C  ^  iAJ^ £ 

’SXo.s/cm  ^ '  l/ic/fy  jftjf/i/i  ■ 

~X>  )0)& yCSt)  fecfPAVzm 

T R<a)/  hJArQ  -l 

£fcfc.  (Sc/CficG.  1 4M’‘*c<s  d7£^ e_ 


J^frC 


aJ<£ 


3C>'/'9&  j^7 
^33^/2/ 

5  sy  -  avy/ 

<363~S7S7* 

$~S  5  -  i~VD  J 
S33- £o7S 


UicJl  Q^A.  H'  lit'* ■  So  rc_> 
/%WsSi 

V\?M  CjtlJltfe  peSat/K-ei 

Ujfhi  t>Ji^DUFe~  $t&&*AfcX£5 

v*j  vL?  I  Vw^  **%  iTUc  - 
LH  ~  SM  e  0  f'C i  c  e 


7/  7H?^ 

(Jlt0 

79  7 S  % 
&7?T— 

i 

J 67 '7*77  > 

533 '9333 


5T3^-f  733 

4C‘V^^/* 
Si'-/  -  Sfc/ 


UnJ\6,v)  2 .  i^-^o,  '  1 

#/?/£*?/&<?/ 4 e  7?/fc7/ 

0,1  C*  */€7-c;G7/% 

Thill  tf>$  T&AtdLilllW[  f/B  -  bbl-CrT^. 

•///?£  f^(~vra[ ZC*V\^  B>& v  ”  ^  ^ 

ii.  Ux  SrA-rg  Cj  336  -  ^/  | 


5^5 


56V-  ZQ$m 


S36  - 


sb/J^i  WJl^CtA  * 

,  <■-.  rtA^SC-  f.  S/\jc»a  d 
$UAu 

/{i,i  vjjyt 
\ 

'  Mi  ML 


•C~/.V\.V»sV»\ iw-*- 


Un*  Ozr-r.  Or-  l£A»sl>. 
*/ 


/AlLrOKD  /Vs5v?<^ 

*  .  #  •  .  »  , 

ifh^L  //X  cV^i 


ft. 

yn 


'U» 


*V 


AZ£AJCY  ) 


533  -  GS 
^>■3  -S'  V 
y  3  3  -  rz 

Mr-s/x 

36<f-  9617 
u 

PtbUt  ^ 


^£?/zr/) >7<£lz}/-£y  &rfi/+  £)£pT'  eF//Mrvs,  D/sT'S 

PIJaA  p]//£&>  -  ^piJyP'/t  c^PA,  sLftL.  -//// 

*JU*r/c.  PeiUMjbz  J7cL£-z_ ^2C~/)J} 


$  t  L  .  (ljJ:fX/'i.  rC 

i)£/LW/S  f/ik(j£Y 
Pel e_  v'il!civM 

L—Cuis  J^AUj f 

pjQCzrr  1  lT»---nso*J 
-Qp77lLi —  $pv/  £>crCp~. 
•^CS -Cu  /  ~Jh  o^l  pSiT^ 
S>tCLhj^  /V?«./s*A 


4 l5/£73.-3Psd 


6 


c?4.?  -  /  /tV 


KD4lX!l3WC. 

i'/Z  CSSS' 

frxr&cL  CJjzrsreyzA] 

l/tit-OtU  fsici  P'i.c  &/?. 

6uA  C«JU-  i3;\V .  5^4,  -  ^-HO  ( 

SS/0?  s4&&<5?fr/r<± fey?#?  -5~ £<32* 

HO  A  (gbs)  965- -5- 2;  7  ^ 

H-i)f2.  (  Sc-»  £>J  <^£-S  (&y^  ^fcS  -t£2-\  H 

As  pc  //'JyMlv-cs^  (Lyc£)-s4$'~  7303 

^r'iS-Cj  V)c)r'  (2-o4j  ^'t/5'"~* 

£>/*c  i(/es/f«-A  ?>ci$6ci( 

ipA/tyt^  Afa  S/tr 


3*  3  '???~c>3/ 


Wr.  Y *.J  Wv-  .’V-V- 

rTi/-^  r;  .!4€  C!i;o-; 
Pf-Mi':) 

£  •_>  ^  iS-r-.r;^  , 


\AQ^  0'j»\'vy*y>\)  u-.  VKvJA’v/- 

A-v&cf -/v<  /t>ev 

(Wft-e-iiK  \-v  '■•  m':’ 


..o 


/  vfr* 


..->  'Vr-n  *^3?.  3S3-iO>.*» 
[l^')sr^  "(.r  ': 

(*>*€)cniroL  t 

(7/  / 


UTAH  MX  COORDINATION  OFFICE 

448  EAST  400  SOUTH.  SUITE  103 
SALT  LAKE  CITY.  UTAH  84 111 

Phone  (80 1)  354-9547 

SCOTT  M.  MATHESON  KENNETH  C.  OLSON 

GOVERNOR  PROJECT  MANAGER 


MEMORANDUM 


1 


All  Interested  Parties 

r‘ 

Utah  MX  Coordination  Office  fyi.  .... 

June  9,1981  .  I 

Air  Force  Meetings  on  Ranching  and  MX  Weapon  System  Siting 


On  May  15,  1981  two  meetings  were  held  in  the  Milford  High  School  Auditorium  in 
Milford,  Utah.  The  first  meeting  was  an  informal  discussion  with  ranchers  and  * 

the  second  meeting  dealt  with  siting  of  the  MX  weapon  system.  There  was  no 
written  agenda  for  the  first  meeting;  the  agenda  for  the  second  meeting  is* 
attached.  Attendance  lists  were  not  taken  for  either  meeting.  Air  Force  repre¬ 
sentatives  included:  Major  Mike  Elliott  of  AFRCE-MX/DEVC  who  coordinates  MX 
weapon  system  siting;  Morgan  Wheeler  of  the  Sacramento  District  Corps  of  Engin-  ^ 

eers,  who  is  responsible  for  real  estate  acquisition;  Dr.  Robin  Tausch  of 
Henningson,  Durham  and  Richardson  (HDR)  who  is  involved  with  range/ranching 
studies;  Stan  Madsen  of  ERTEC  National  v/ho  is  the  ERTEC  MX  Project  Director; 

Dr.  Jim  Mangi  of  ERTEC  Northwest  who  coordinates  siting  rosour-eo-cloararees-;  Atn^/r/ej. 
Dr.  Gayle  Thompson  of  ERTEC  Northwest  who  is  responsible  for  s4-t4n§  cultural 
resourcei.olearafrecs ;  and  Fred  Snider  of  ERTEC  4k;-tiona4- who  is  involved  with  DTN  » 

routing.  The  discussions  are  summarized  below. w£nr/t/^x^c* 

Ranching  Meeting 

3,0oo 

This  meeting  was  an  informal,  open,  question-and-answer  session  held  during  the 
morning.  Major  Elliott  began  with  introductions  of  the  Air  Force  repiresenta-  * 

tives.  He  then  discussed  the  status  oflthe  MX  program,  the  MX  Draft  Environ¬ 

mental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  and  the  59rD0D*-or-so  comments  on  it  gathered  at 
the  public  hearings  or  submitted  in  writing.  The  MX  DEIS  comments  are  currently 
being  catalogued  and  incorporated  into  the  MX  FEIS.  Presidential  decisions  on 
the  basing  mode  and  deployment  area  (the  main  operating  base  site  and  the  Initial 

Operating  Capability  (IOC)  valleys)  will  be  made  in  the  late  Summer.  Subsequently  9 

a  land  withdrawal  application  will  be  submitted  in  the  Fall  to  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  (BLM)  and  the  states;  it  will  identify  the  parcels  of  land  to  be  with¬ 
drawn.  The  BLM  will  review  the  land  withdrawal  application  in  about  four  to  six 
months,  and  will  then  submit  a  departmental  recommendation  (along  with  the  review 
and  the  application)  to  the  Subcorenitteo  on -Public  L-ando.  Construction  v/i  11  not  ^ 
begin  before  the  Spring  ofy^982-(i .e. ,  until  Congress  approves  the  application 
and  withdraws  the  land)  and  would  be  at  the  selected  main  operating  base  site. 

75  rue  Col r/ujB  te&j  c*  •*>#) *rrtn?T  Tb  ZewetJ  tab 
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DATE: 

SUBJECT: 
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.All  Interested  Parties 

June  9,  1981  . 

Page  Two 

Then  a  general  discussion  of  ranching  impacts  began.  The  MX  DEIS  estimated 
that  there  would  be  a  one  percent  loss  of  animal  unit  months  (AUMs)  after  con¬ 
struction,  but  there  would  be  a  considerably  greater  AUM  loss  during  construc¬ 
tion  due  to  range  disturbance,  road  kills  and  the  like.  Robin  Tausch  indicated  ) 

that  the  range  and  ranching  analysis  is  being  done  on  an  allotment-by-allotment 
basis  using  range  disturbance  estimates  of  100-foot  roadway  widths  and  ten  acres 
per  shelter.  Under  these  assumptions,  the.  range  losses  are  approximately  40 
acres  per  allotment.  He  indicated  that  individual  operators  were  not  visited  to 
verify  the  data,  assumptions  or  methodology  used  in  this  analysis.  Robin  Tausch 
also  discussed  the  worst  case  analysis  HDR  has  conducted,  which  assumes  range  I 

disturbance  within  one  half  mile  of  all  facilities.^  For  example,  in  Pine  Valley 
a  29  percent  range  loss  was  estimated  due  to  construction  only.  The  deployment 
area  valleys  were  ranked  according  to  severity  of  range  impacts  and  of  the  top 
six,  four  ware  in  Utah  (and  included  Pine  and  Wah  Mah  Valleys),  and  two  were  in  . 
Nevada.  The  worst' case  analysis  included  the  cluster  roads  (unpaved)  and  the 
designated  transportation  network  (paved  DTN).  Estimates  of  revegetation  time  .  * 
requirements  and  success  rates  are  not  certain. 

The  question-and-answer  session  then  opened.  It  was  stated  that  it  would  take 
approximately  eight  to  ten  years  to  revegetate  after  construction  or  disturbance 
occurred,  assuming  effective  exclusion  of  livestock  from  disturbed  areas  (by  I 

fencing  or  other  means).  The  effectiveness  of  revegetation  measures  cannot  be 
fully  assessed.  Morgan  Wheeler  said  that  the  burden  of  livestock  restraint  will 
be  on  the  contractors  and  not  the  ranchers;  based  on  Corps  experience  with  other 
construction  projects,  cattle  and  sheep  can  coexist  v/ith  construction  activities. 

Clair  Accord  mentioned  that  the  Air  Force  needs  to  consider  (but  has  not,  so  far)  | 
the  socio-economic  impacts  of  deployment,  particularly  with  regard  to  agricul¬ 
tural  labor  availability  and  wage  rates.  It  is  conceivable  that  the  project  will 
bid  away  both  hired  hands  and  the  rancher  operators.  The  Corps  of  Engineers  said 
that  they  can  compensate  ranchers  for  increases  in  operating  costs. 

John  Wintch  said  the  one  percent  loss  of  AUMs  after  construction  is  unrealistic.  > 
The  secondary  impacts  of  MX  deployment  could  and  probably  would  result  in 
uneconomic  ranch  operations.  Morgan  Wheeler  said  that  the  one  percent  range 
loss  is  only  a  measure  of  direct  construction  impacts.  John  Wintch  suggested 
that  ranchers  be  given  the  option  of  being  bought  out.  The  Corps  of  Engineers 
could  only  do  this  if  the  land  withdrawal  legislation  gives  them  enough  latitude 
to  compensate  large  secondary  impacts  —  in  the  past,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  has  1 
been  unable  to  provide  any  measurable  compensation  f'v  secondary  impacts  or 

losses. 

« 

Randy  Parker  said  that  the  one  percent  direct  AUM  loss  could  quite  easily  be  a 
ranch  operator’s  profit  margin.  If  this  is  so,  the  operation  would  be  uneconomic.  » 
HDR  and  the  Corps  of  Engineers  concurred  with  these  statements. 

A  rancher  questioned  what  the  policy  is  v/ith  regard  to  water  pipelines.  The 
Corps  of  Engineers  said  that  they  need  to  know  the  location  of  all  existing  water 
pipelines  and  as  much  as  possible  about  proposed  ones.  At  this  stage,  it  is 
relatively  easy  to  make  appropriate  design  allowances  for  pipelines  at  little  I 

cost.  After  construction,  the  Air  Force  will  decide  who  will  pay  for  the  modifi¬ 
cation/installation,  but  based  on  past  experience  with  other  large  construction  . 
projects,  the  ranch  operator  will  probably  have  to  bear  the  expense-^6^ f*ctt/r/£j 
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Another  rancher  asked  what  the  policy  would  be  with  regard  to  roads  crossing 
fences-  Morgan  Wheeler  answered  that  cattle  guards  would  probably  be  used.  This 
raised  a  question  about  the  ability  of  cattle  guards  to  support  the  sissile  trans¬ 
port  vehicles.  Both  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  the  Air  Force  indicated  that  they 
did  not  think  this  would  be  a  problem. 

A  rancher  wanted  to  know  v/ho  would  determine  calf/iamb  losses  and  compensation  for 
the  estimated  losses.  The  Corps  of  Engineers  will  negotiate  both  losses  and  com¬ 
pensation  with  the  individual  ranchers.  Losses  will  be  determined  using  the 
historical  experiences  of  the  rancher(s)  in  question,  as  well  as  other  ranchers 
in  the  vicinity. 

John  Wintch  asked  what  measures  are  actively  being  investigated  to  mitigate  AUM 
loss.  Dr.  Robin  Tausch  indicated  that  HDR  is  looking  into  mitigation  but  that 
nothing  much  is  being  done.  HDR  is  open  to  suggestions  from  the  ranchers. 

A  rancher  mentioned  that  range  disturbance  would  enhance  infestation  of  the  area 
by  noxious  weeds  or  exotic  plants.  HDR  recognizes  the  problem,  but  does  not  have 
an  answer. 

.  •  .,-V 

A  miner  then  discussed  his  experiences  with  missile  construction  in  Korth  Dakota, 
Montana  and  Hawaii.  He  said  that  a  one  percent  AUM  loss  after  construction  is 
accurate,  presuming  revegetation  is  successful.  In  his  experience,  the  federal 
government  took  care  of  the  people  v/ho  had  to  put  up  with  construction.  Dr,  Robin 
Tausch  said  that  the  Great  Basin  is  ecologically  sensitive,  and  not  comparable  to 
these  other  areas.  The  Corps  of  Engineers  has  done  work  in  Montana,  and  there 
were  impacts  and  problems  there.  Every  construction  project  has  to  stand  on  its 
own  merits.  Morgan  Wheeler  reiterated  that  the  one  percent  AUM  loss  is  a  direct 
construction  loss  only;  indirect  losses  would  include  increased  operating  costs, 
road  kills,  etc. 

Another  rancher  said  there  should  be  an  up-front  commitment  to  revegetation 
before  construction  begins.  The  one  percent  AUM  loss  represents  about  60,000  AUMs 
across  160,000  acres. 

Mike  Elliott  said  that  defining  or  estimating  impacts  is  not  enough;  mitigation 
must  be  looked  at  as  well.  He  asked  the  ranchers  for  their  ideas  on  how  to  equit¬ 
ably  mitigate  impacts. 

•  Dr.  Robin  Tausch  indicated  that  the  latest  ranching/range  analysis  to  be  undertaken 
by' HDR  focuses  on  individual  operators  and  will  be  a  large  study.  The  Air  Force 
indicated  that  General  McCarthy  has  explicitly  stated  that  there  will  be  no  net 
AUM  losspthe  Corps  of  Engineers  qualified  this  by  asking  everyone  to  note  that  the 
Air  Force  (and  not  the  Corps)  had  made  the  statement. 

A  miner  stated  that  the  reclamation  done  at  Colestrip,  Montana  has  made  the  area 
better  than  it  was  before  strip  mining  was  begun. 

Clair  Accord  stated  that  it  was  imperative  for  ranchers  to  begin  collecting  the 
appropriate  financial/operations  data  now.  The  ranchers  need  to  build  a  history 
that  describes,  on  an  annual  basis:  yields  per  acre,  lambing/calving  rates  and 
losses,  theft  and  vandalism  losses,  ranch  improvements  by  type  and  cost,  etc. 
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Income  tax  returns,  as  well  as  other  records,  should  be  used.  The  Corps  of  Engin¬ 
eers  emphasized  that  the  ranchers  need  to  keep  track  of  such  things  as  gates  being 
left  open,  off-road  vehicle  traffic,  etc.,  as  well. 

A  rancher  asked  how  theft  and  vandalism  losses  would  be  compensated.  Morgan 
Wheeler  answered  that  legally,  inconsequential  damages  could  not  be  compensated 
unless  Congress  directed  that  they  be.  Compensation  would  be  worked  out  on  a 
rancher-by- rancher  basis,  assuming  Congress  authorized  such  compensation.  Major 
Elliott  said  that  there  will  not  be  compensation  for  unforeseen  losses.  There¬ 
fore,  it  is  imperative  that  the  ranchers  have  demonstrable  losses  based  on  their 
records.  The  Corps  of  Engineers  can  only  compensate  for  what  they  are  legally 
mandated  to  do.  Another  rancher  mentioned  impact  monies,  which  Morgan  Wheeler 
said  Congress  would  appropriate  to  affected  counties  and  communities. 

One  of  the  miners  asked  if  the  session  could  focus  on  some  questions  and  answers  • 
regarding  mining  activities.  Major  Elliott  mentioned  that  the  April  23rd  meeting 
in  Salt  Lake  City  was  held  to  discuss  the  environmental  and  cultural  impacts  of 
weapon  system  siting.  He  also  mentioned  a  $55,000  proposal  to  study  and  map  a 
sage  grouse  lek  in  Pine  Valley.  Ho wever,  he  v/as  here  today  to  talk  with  ranchers 
and  miners. 

ERTEC  conducted  a  mineral  survey  of  the  Great  Basin  Desert.  The  Air  Force  then 
adopted  a  policy  of  avoiding  high  potential  mineral  areas  in  siting  the  weapon 
system.  The  Air  Force  realizes  that  there  will  be  impacts  to  mining  operations 
during  construction,  but  after  construction,  the  MX  weapon  system  and  mining  will 
be  compatible. 

A  miner  asked  about  economic  impacts  to  existing  operation  and  compensation. 

Morgan  Wheeler  said  that  oil  and  gas  leases  will  be  subordinated  where  MX  facili¬ 
ties  are  located.  However,  individual  or  specific  compensation  cannot  be  estimated 
because  facility  sites  are  not  final;  nevertheless,  lessors  will  be  compensated. 

The  Corps  of  Engineers  will  appraise  the  value  of  the  mineral  estate  to  compensate 
minerals  claimants.  Also,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  said  that  grazing  compensation 
will  be  for  perpetuity. 

Randy  Parker  asked  why  the  salt  flats  were  not  considered  as  a  suitable  area  for 
deploying  the  MX.  A  miner  conjectured  that  the  high  heat  would  be  a  problem. 

Major  Elliott  said  that  this  was  probably  not  the  case,  but  was  not  sure  why  the 
area  v/as  not  under  active  consideration. 

A  rancher  asked  about  the  widths  of  the  DTN  and  cluster  roads.  The  Air  Force  indi¬ 
cated  the  widths  would  be  betv/een  12  and  24  feet.  The  Air  Force  will  attempt  to 
control  off-road  vehicle  access,  realizing  that  this  will  conflict  with  the  open 
access  policy  of  the  Air  Force. 

Another  rancher  raised  a  question  about  valley  use.  Major  Elliott  said  that 
construction  activities  will  be  phased  so  that  construction  will  not  be  going  on 
in  all  valleys  simultaneously. 

A  rancher  asked  what  the  timetable  was  for  construction  in  Beaver  County.  The  Air 
Force  said  that  if  the  Milford  site  was  chosen  for  the  main  operating  base  (MOB), 
construction  would  begin  in  the  Spring  of  1982  at  the  Milford  site  for  the  MOB, 
and  in  1983  in  Wah  Vfah-  Valley  and  1984  in  Pina  Valley  for  the  weapon  system. 
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Another  rancher  asked  about  reducing  the  overall  size  of  the  weapon  system. 

Major  Elliott  mentioned  that  valley  clustering /is  one  of  the  options  for  reducing 
the  size  of  the  deployment  area  that  is  under  consideration.  This  would  enable 
the  Air  Force  to  use  odd-sized  parcels  of  land  (e.g.,  that  could  site  13  instead 
of  23  shelters).  The  cluster  roads  would  be  directly  connected  to  the  shelters 
and  there  would  be  no  barriers  between  clusters  but  there  would  be  between 
valleys.  The  missiles  in  a  valley  could  be  shuffled  among  any  of  the  shelters  . 
(e.g.,  10  missiles  could  be  shuffled  among  230  shelters,  as  opposed  to  one  missile 
being  shuffled  among  only  23  shelters). 

* 

Vern  Wood  asked  about  the  Air  Force's  criterion  of  50  feet  to  bedrock.  The  Air 
Force  rationale  for  this  criterion  are:  1)  shelter  hardness,  and  2)  ease  of  con¬ 
struction.  However,  the  Air  Force  said  they  would  re-examine  the  outline  of  50 
feet  to  bedrock  for  Pine  and  Wah  Wah  Valleys.  Stan  Madsen  said  the  50-foot  rock¬ 
line  contour  for  10,000  square  miles  was  a  best  professional  judgment  based  on  .- 
five  to  seven  borings  drilled  in  every  valley,  seismic  lines  and  geologic  maps 
which  were  constrained  by  the  field  investigation  contract  dollars  available. 

If  more  field  work  is  conducted,  the  contour  can  be  refined.  However,  in  Pine 
Valley  for  example,  the  western  edge  of  the  valley  is  bounded  by  volcanic  rock 
and  the  eastern  side  has  adverse -terrain  or  slopes  greater  than  10  to  15  percent. 


Siting  Meeting 

Major  Elliott  introduced  the  Air  Force  representatives  (the  same  as  for  the 
ranching  meeting).  He  opened  with  a  cartoon,  and  then  gave  an  MX  system  descrip¬ 
tion.  He  discussed  the  MX  decision  process:  the  Townes  Committee  who  will  make 
a  basing  mode  recommendation  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  who  will  make  a  basing 
mode  recommendation  to  President  Reagan,  who  will  make  the  basing  mode  decision 
about  July,  and  a  deployment  area  decision  this  Fall.  Further,  the  Air  Force  is 
committed  to  the  policy  of  open  access  within  the  deployment  area. 

The  Air  Force  process  of  land  withdrawal  and  acquisition  was  then  discussed  in 
detail.  The  IOC  shelter  and  cluster  maintenance  facility  (CMF)  sites  v/i  1 1  be 
surveyed  on  the  ground,  while  the  remaining  F0C  shelters  sites  and  CHFs  will  be 
simple,  protracted  line  drawings  that  will  be  unsurveyed.  The  surveyed  and  pro¬ 
tracted  maps  will  be  forwarded  to  the  BLM,  who  will  review  them  and  send  a  report 
and  recommendation  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  who  in  turn  will  make  a 
recommendation  to  the  Subcommittee  on  Public  Lands.  Congress  will  withdraw  the 
land  through  legislation. 

Then,  .the  weapon  system  siting  process  was  discussed.  First,  within  the  peri¬ 
meter  of  the  candidate  deployment  areas,  geotechnically-sui table  areas  are 
delineated.  Then,  using  environmental  data  collected  by  HDR  and  other  consult¬ 
ants,  environmentally  sitable  areas  are  defined.  Using  the  geotechnical ly 
suitable  and  environmentally  sitable  areas,  MX  weapon  system  site  layouts  are 
drafted  at  a  scale  of  1:62500.  These  draft  renderings  undergo  internal  site  re¬ 
view  and  protracted  legal  descriptions  are  developed.  Detailed  site  layouts  are 
then  drafted  at  a  scale  of  1:9600.  These  drawings  are  given  to  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  for  detailed  design  at  the  same  time  that  on-the-ground  surveying  and 
environmental  reviews  are  being  conducted  at  the  sites.  These  data  are  analyzed, 
there  is  another  site  review,  and  if  a  re-siting  occurs,  the  1:9600  process 
repeats  itself.  After  an  acceptable  1:9600  site  layout  is  derived  from  the 
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iterative  process,  surveyed  legal  descriptions  are  prepared  and  environmental  > 

assessments  are  prepared.  These  data  will  be  transmitted  to  the  BLH  where  they 
will  be  reviewed.  Presuming  everything  is  in  order,  the  BLM  will  release  the 
land  to  the  Air  Force  and  Corps  of  Engineers  (the  construction  agent  for  the  Air 
Force). 

The  Siting  Review  Board  was  briefly  mentioned.  The  Board  will  review  and  make  * 

recommendations  on  the  siting  or  re-siting  of  specific  MX  weapon  system  facili¬ 
ties.  ' 

Qiike  Elliott  stated  that  the  Air  Force  had  been  working  on  weapon  system  siting 
for  the  past  nine  months  and  that  it  was  finally  beginning  to  fit  together.  The  ^ 

Air  Force  felt  that  they  needed  to  do  a  better  job  of  getting  input  from  the 
state,  local  and  private  sector.]]  13 ap/uc  n«nn>u6-  h'.iwrn 

The  purpose  of  the  Meeting  was  to  do  a  complete  debriefing  of  what  the  Air  Force 
and  its  contractors  have  done  in  Pine  and  Wah  Wah  Valleys,  Utah.  Stan  Madsen  of 
~  ERTEC  explained  that  three  valleys  have  been  chosen  (Dry  Lake  Valley,  Nevada,  and  } 
Pine  and  Wah  Wah  Valleys,  Utah)  for  the  purpose  of  having  ten  clusters  operational 
by  mid-1986,  the  IOC  date.  The  Air  Force  has  opted  for  ten  clusters  in  Dry  Lake 
Valley  and  five  clusters  each  in  Pine  and  Wah  Wah  Valleys. 

One  of  the  changes  to  the  baseline  weapon  system  is  that  it  has  switched  to  direct 
connect,  which  means  that  the  cluster  roads  will  go  directly  from  one  shelter  to  ► 

the  next.  ERTEC  said  that  their  report  on  the  IOC  weapon  system  layouts  is  in 
draft  form,  but  it  will  be  submitted  to  the  Air  Force  very  soon.  Every  time  the 
DTN  is  changed,  the  shelters  have  to  be  modified.  Furthermore,  ifiere  will  Have  to 
be  a  2,500  foot  stand-off  distance  between  power  lines  and  any/shelter.  The 
initial  weapon  system  layout  for  Wah  Wah  Valley  had  to  be  changed  to  regroup  a 
cluster  because  of  a  DTN  re-routing. 

Before  the  surveyors  began  their  work,  a  geotechnical  and  monument  survey  was 
done.  After  this  process  was  completed,  surveyors  prepared  legal  descriptions 
and  then  reports.  Since  the  question  remained  whether  the  clusters  were  accept¬ 
able  or  not,  a  field  review  of  the  surveyed  sites  was  conducted.  If  a  decision  I 

is  made  to  change  the  site  layout(s),  then  the  process  would  be  repeated. 

fA/yi/t-TUMpJnsuy  cl£\ 

ERTEC  stated  that  approximately  12  acres  would  be  disturbed  for  each  2. 5-acre 
shelter  site.  The  geotechnical  factors  affecting  the  shelter  location  are  depth 
to  rock  and  water  —  depths  must  be  more  than  50  feet.  The  BLM  will  be  reviewing 
•  wildlife  and  botanical  voucher  collections.  The  Utah  State  Archeologist  has  .  > 

visited  the  area.  Re-siting  will  be  recommended  so  as  not  to  disturb  -isolated 
arHf acts .  A  question  was  asked  about  the  criteria  used  to  determine  re-siting; 

ERTEC  indicated  the  re-siting  criteria  was  in  their  report,  which  will  be  released 
to  the  Air  Force  next  week. 

Biological  resources  were  then  discussed.  The  BLM  has  given  Air  Force  contractors  * 
biological  data  for  the  four  operating  base  sites  and  the  IOC  valleys.  The  lists 
of  protected  species  are  subject  to  change,  so  the  Air  Force  is  taking  into 
consideration  all  biological  resources  that  may  have  protected  status  when  the 
Air  Force  is  actually  in  construction/^Qhe  majority  of  the  biological  work  con¬ 
ducted  to  date  has  focused  on  plants.  Ho • re-sitings  were  recommended]]  The  Air 
Force  stated  that  they  were  considering  doing  additional  biological  studies  in 
other  seasons,  especially  Spring.  .  .  ^  . 
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The  Air  Force  said  that  HDR  v/ill  be  doing  the/Tier  II  environmental  assessments 
on  the  IOC  valleys.  Further,  the  Air  Force  jftated  +bat  if  Nevada  a*d  Utah  are 
selected  for  full  basing,  the  Air  Force  wilruse  the  IOC  shelter  locations,  since 
most  of  the  sites  are  good  (i.e.,  geotechnically  and  environmentally  acceptable). 

Hike  Elliott  said  that  the  Tier  I  environmental  impact  statement  was  supposed  to 
address  the  differences  in  full  or  split  basing  of  the  weapon  systai  in  Texas/ 

New  Mexico  ^nd  Utah/Nevada .**  -Tho  other  ''tiered'1  crwironmertfal  aooeament-s-wi-11- 
'frrfdecss  vitH nfty  zone  impacts  and  aitc^spec i rit~rmpc7t.ts. 

Major  Elliott  concluded  by  indicating  that  the  basing  mode  decision  will  be  made 
by  the  President.  If  full  basing  in  Utah/Nevada  is  selected,  Utah  rill  have  a 
secondary  (small)  operating  base,  as  preferred  in  the  MX  DEIS.  The  Air  Force  has 
retained  EDAW,  Inc.  to  do  base  comprehensive  planning  at  four  MOB  vicinity  zones: 
Coyote  Springs,  Nevada;  Beryl  and  Milford,  Utah;  and  Clovis,  New  Mexico.  EDAW  is 
currently  in  the  process  of  narrowing  in  on  a  10,000  acre  site  within  each 
vicinity  zone  to  recommend  for  detailed  studies.  Within  two  to  four  weeks,  the 
Air  Force  will  approve  a  10,000  acre  site  for  each,  vicinity  zone. 

Major  Elliott  then  discussed  Mi.lford  vicinity  zone  in  more  detail.  There  are 
three  10,000  acre  sites  within  the  zone:  1)  the  north  Milford  site  (about  ten 
miles  southwest  of  Milford),  2)  the  central  Milford  site  (about  20  oiles  south¬ 
west  of  Milford),  and  3)  the  south  Milford  site  (about  30  miles  southwest  of  . 
Milford).  The  north  Milford  site  is  no  longer  under  consideration  because  of 
high  mineral  potential  (and  the  Air  Force  policy  of  avoidance)  as  well  as  other 
environmental  -r c g o w-c cac o n s i d e r a t i o ns . 

Questions  about  revegetation  were  raised.  It  was  mentioned  that  tie  Desert  Range 
Experimental  Station  has  revegetation  plots.  Project  Oasis  was  also  mentioned; 
this  is  a  $25,000  study  looking  at  various  ecozones.  It  is  an  HBrksubcontractor 
and  K§ftAwill  forward  the  draft  report  to  the  Air  Force  sometime  in/ the  next  month. 

-ra  iv  *ise^ 

Several  Milford  residents  complained  about  the  lack  of  local  input  into  the  sel¬ 
ection  of  the  10,000  acre  sites  within  the  Milford  vicinity  zone. 
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AIR  FORCE  SITING  MEETING 
Milford  High  School,  Milford 
1:00  -  5:00  p.ia. 

May  15,  1931 


AGENDA 


I.  Air  Force  Presentation  of  Pine  and  Hah  Hah  Valleys  Environmental 
Assessments  -  Air  Force 

II.  Discussion  of  Siting  Problems  in  Pine  and  Wah  Hah  Valleys  -  Open 

•  • 

III.  Discussion  of  Alternative  DTN  Routings  for  Pine  and  Hah  Hah  Valleys 
Transmittal  of  Maps  and  Solicitation  of  Input  -  Air  Force 

IV.  Discussion  of  ASC  Siting  near  Delta,  Transmittal  of  Maps  and 
Solicitation  of  Inpul  -  Air  Force 

* 

V.  General  Discussion  of  Beryl  and  Milford  03  Siting  -  Air  Force 


DTH.  =  Designated  Transportation  Network 

/ 

ASC  =  Area  Support  Center 
OB  e  Operating  Base 


UTAH  MX  COORDINATION  OFFICE 

44S  EAST  400  SOUTH,  SUITE  I  OB 
SALT  LAKE  CITY,  UTAH  84111 

Phone  (8011  264-9647 

SCOTT  M.  MATHESON  KENNETH  C.  OLSON 

GOVERNOR  PROJECT  MANAGER 

MEMORANDUM 


TO:  Ken  Olson,  John  Roach  and  Bob  McMains 

FROM:  Ann  Keegan  ,  l 

DATE:  June  11,  1981 

SUBJECT:  Quarterly  Water  Resources  Briefing  for  the  State  of  Utah  by  ERTEC 

On  May  29,  1981,  the  quarterly  briefing  on  the  ERTEC  water  resources  program 
to  the  State  of  Utah  was  held.  Attendees  included:  Fred  Kuhn  (AFRCE  -  Staff 
Judge  Advocate);  Jerry  Bickle  and  Bruce  Golden  (ERTEC);  Stan  Green,  Dee  Hansen, 
Earl  Staker  and  Jerry  Olds  (Utah  Division  of  Water  Rights);  and  myself.  The 
agenda  is  attached.  The  discussion  summarized  below  pertains  only  to  the  ini¬ 
tial  part  of  the  meeting,  since  I  left  early. 

The  meeting  began  with  a  discussion  of  the  recent  data  submitted  to  the  Utah 
Division  of  Water  Rights  by  ERTEC.  The  state  engineer  indicated  that  most  of 
the  data  are  well  logs,  and  the  data  on  pump  tests  and  water  drawdown  are  needed 
to  determine  the  transmissivities  and  storage  coefficients  of  the  aquifers. 
Although  some  of  the  latter  data  has  been  provided,  ERTEC  does  not  want  to  give 
the  state  engineer  their  interpreted  data,  only  the  raw  data.  The  state  engin¬ 
eer  wants  to  see  the  interpreted  data  and  also  work  with  ERTEC  in  refining  and 
validating  the  interpretations.  ERTEC  has  reservations  about  this  occurring, 
since  the  transmissivity  and  storage  coefficient  data  are  critical  in  determin¬ 
ing  and  assessing  water  availability;  this  is  precisely  the  same  rationale  for 
the  state  engineer  desiring  the  data. 

The  state  engineer  also  mentioned  that  ERTEC  has  not  submitted  log  cross  sections. 
ERTEC  has  calculated  some;  the  state  engineer  would  like  to  see  them.  ERTEC  said 
it  is  costly  and  time  consuming  to  reproduce  this  data.  The  state  engineer 
pointed  out  the  Utah  Division  of  Water  Rights  was  short  staffed.  In  order  to 
make  timely  decisions,  the  state  engineer  could  effectively  use  this  and  other 
FUGRO  data  to  make  his  decisions.  The  state  engineer  has  the  ability  to  keep 
preliminary  data  in  a  confidential  status. 

ERTEC  asked  for  better  clarification  of  what  the  state  engineer  needs,  as  far  as 
data  are  concerned  in  order  to  make  his  decisions.  It  was  replied  that  both  the 
state  engineer  and  ERTEC  need  the  same  data  and  answers  (i.e.,  to  determine  water 
availability)  for  different  purposes.  ERTEC  is  looking  at  a  regional  level  for 
available  water,  as  opposed  to  valley-by-valley  as  is  normally  done.  The  state 
engineer  must  be  convinced  of  the  existence  of  regional  aquifers;  he  must  see  the 
data  to  support  such  conclusions. 

Both  ERTEC  and  the  state  engineer  would  like  to  see  the  ERTEC  data  published.  It 
was  suggested  that  the  state  engineer  publish  the  technical  data  in  the  annual 
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reports  journals  and  ERTEC  publish  innovative  techniques  or  interpretations  they 
have  developed  in  academic  journals. 

It  was  mentioned  that  the  MOB  studies  for  Beryl  and  Milford  would  be  available 
later  this  summer. 

The  status  of  the  drilling  program  was  then  discussed.  Most  of  the  FY  81  drilling 
program  has  been  completed.  The  carbonate  aquifer  portion  of  the  drillina  program 
was  discussed  at  length.  The  work  that  was  to  have  been  done  at  the  Utah  MOB 
sites  has  been  discontinued  and  the  allocated  monies  shifted  to  the  Coyote  Springs/ 
Dry  Lake  Valley,  Nevada  carbonate  drilling  program;  use  of  the  carbonate  aquifer 
for  this  M03  site  is  being  investigated  to  offset  the  environmental  and  Indian 
impacts  that  could  arise  from  using  more  shallow  aquifers.  The  state  engineer 
suggested  that  variable  pumping  of  the  carbonate  aquifer  be  conducted,  which 
FUGRO  replied  is  their  standard  operating  procedure.  The  proposed  carbonate 
drilling  program  in  Utah  for  FY  82  includes  drilling  in  Fish  SDrings  Flat  and 
Dugway  Valley;  use  of  the  carbonate  aquifer  in  these  valleys  v/ould  also  be  due  to 
environmental  impacts.  Whether  this  drilling  program  is  approved  will  not  be 
known  until  the  beginning  of  the  fiscal  year  (October  of  1981). 

Stan  Green  mentioned  that  the  test  and  observation  well  permits  expire  in  SeDtem- 
ber.  ERTEC  is  aware  that  these  must  be  renewed  at  the  start  of  the  next  fiscal 
year. 

The  Wah  Wah  Valley  drilling  program  was  then  discussed.  The  well  v;as  drilled  to 
1350  feet  and  tested  at  375  feet.  The  transmissivity  has  been  estimated  to  be 
41,000  square  feet  per  day.  The  storage  coefficient  has  been  estimated  to  be 
2  X  10" 1  (it  was  conceded  that  this  does  not  look  right  and  will  probably  be 
revised  downward  in  the  near  future).  There  was  no  indication  of  a  shallov; 
aquifer,  only  a  deep  aquifer  with  no  head. 

The  state  engineer  indicated  he  needs  more  information  on  the  IOC  valleys  and 
design  wells.  The  state  engineer  has  assumed  a  low-key  posture  in  requesting 
ERTEC  data.  It  was  apparent  that  much  more  data  are  available  than  have  been 
transmitted  to  Utah,  and  (in  my  opinion)  ERTEC  is  overly  sensitive  about  the  data 
being  used  against  them  in  court.  The  state  engineer  indicated  several  times  that 
he  is  not  interested  in  litigation  and  does  not  have  an  adversarial  position  on 
the  granting  of  water  rights,  merely  a  technical  position  as  specified  under  law. 

I  am  concerned  with  what  I  perceive  as  the  ERTEC  and  Staff  Judge  Advocate  presump¬ 
tion  that  the  State  of  Utah  is  taking  an  adversarial  posture  in  every  instance. 

I  feel  the  state  engineer,  albeit  in  a  low-key  manner,  stated  forthrightly  that, 
given  the  staff  shortage,  withholding  of  data  is  not  in  the  interest  of  making 
timely  v/ater  rights  decisions. 

If  the  State  of  Utah  really  wants  to  take  a  more  visible  position  on  the  trans¬ 
mittal  of  data,  I  think  we  need  to  talk  with  the  AFRCE. 


MEETING  AGENDA 


MX  WATER  RESOURCES  AND  WATER  APPROPRIATIONS 


Friday,  29  May  1981,  1000  hours 
Division  of  Water  Rights  • 

231  East  4t.h  Street,  Suite  200 
Salt  Lake  City,  Utah  84111 


1.  Water  Resources  Program 

a.  Questions  and  comments  concerning  recent  data  submittal 

b.  Status  of  Drilling  Program 
c-  Status  of  Modelling  Program 
d.  Key  Milestones  for  FY  1981 

2.  Water  Appropriations  -  Public  Hearings 

a.  Valley  Priorities 

b.  Schedule 

c .  Format 

d.  Location  -  County  seat?  Location  when  points  of  diversion 
in  two  counties . 

3.  Water  Appropriations  -  General 

a.  Procedure  and  Optimum  time  period  to  change  points  of 
diversion? 

b.  Monitoring  Program  -  Discuss  recent  letter  to  Stan  Green. 

4.  Other  Discussion. 


UTAH  MX  COORDINATION  OFFICE 

448  HAST  400  SOUTH.  SUITE  103 
SALT  LAKE  CITY.  UTAH  84111 

Phone  (801)  364-9647 

SCOTT  M.  MATHESON 
GOVERNOR 
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PROJECT  MANAGER 


MEMORANDUM 

TO: 

Ken  Olson,  John  Roach  and  Bob  McMains 

Ann  Keegan 

FROM: 

DATE: 

June  19,  1981 

SUBJECT: 

Cultural  Resources  Meeting 

On  June  10  and  11,  1981,  a  cultural  resources  meeting  was  held  at  the  Corps 
of  Engineer's  MX  Program  Analysis  (CEMXPA)  office  in  San  Francisco,  California. 
The  agenda,  attendance  list  and  handouts  are  attached.  The  discussion  is  sum¬ 
marized  below. 

Howard  Watts  (AFRCE-MX/DEVN) ,  began  the  meeting  with  introductions.  He  indicated 
that  he  would  like  this  group  to  become  a  cultural  resources  management  team. 

One  representative  from  each  affected  organization  (the  Air  Force  Regional  Civil 
Engineer’s  Office  for  MX  (AFRCE-MX),  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLH),  the 
State  Historic  Preservation  Officers  (SHPOs)  and  the  contractors)  would  meet 
regularly  to  see  that  the  Programmatic  Memorandum  of  Agreement  (PMOA  -  see 
Attachment  A)  is  properly  implemented. 

Next,  representatives  of  the  Human  Environmental  Resources  Corporation  (HER 
Corp)  discussed  Attachment  B,  which  is  a  series  of  relevant  organizational  charts 
prepared  for  the  cultural  resources  participants.  Their  review  is  necessary 
to  gain  a  perspective  on  the  MX  cultural  resources  program  participants,  organ¬ 
izational  hierarchy  and  interface/contact  points. 

Figure  1,  Part  1:  CURRENT  PROJECT  PARTICIPANTS  IN  MX  ENVIRONMENTAL  ANALYSIS 

AND  PROJECT'  PLANNING 

The  AFRCE-MX  is  responsible  for  the  design  and  environmental  analysis  of  the  MX 
v/eapon  system.  Fourteen  different  contractors  are  involved  in  cultural  resources 
analysis  and  planning.  HER  Corp  is  responsible  for  assisting  the  AFRCE-MX  in 
cultural  resources  program  management.  Their  first  deliverable,  which  is  due 
next  week,  will  outline  the  planned  studies  of  all  MX-related  contractors  until 
the  end  of  the  current  fiscal  year  (September  of  1981). 
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Fiqure  1,  Part  2:  CURRENT  PROJECT  PARTICIPANTS  IN  MX  ENVIRONMENTAL  ANALYSIS 

AND  PROJECTTlANNING 

The  federal  agencies  cooperating  v/ith  the  Air  Force  on  the  MX  project  are  out¬ 
lined.  The  inclusion  of  theForest  Service  was  discussed,  since  they  have  not 
(to  date)  been  actively  involved  in  coordination  of  any  kind  with  the  Air  Force 
on  MX.  A  meeting  will  be  scheduled  in  the  near  future  with  the  Regional  For¬ 
ester  to  actively  seek  the  agency's  involvement.  It  will  probably  beheld  in 
Utah. 

Fiqure  1,  Chart  3:  CURRENT  PROJECT  PARTICIPANTS  IN  MX  ENVIRONMENTAL  ANALYSIS 

AND  PROJECTTLANNING 


The  functions  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  (COE),  CEMXPA  and  the  various  districts/ 
research  elements  involved  in  environmental  studies,  engineering  and  planning  are 
listed.  The  COE's  involvement  at  this  time  is  only  with  the  Tier  IIA  environment¬ 
al  assessments  (EAs). 

At  this  point,  there  was  a  digression  on  tiering.  The  Air  Force  is  not  certain 
about  the  level  of  detail  and  sequencing  of  the  Tier  II  EAs.  The  land  withdrawal . 
application  will  be  a  component  of  Tier  II.  Tier  III  EAs  will  deal  with  the 
pre-construction  environmental  requirements.  The  Tier  II  analyses  will  be  eq¬ 
uivalent  to  class  2  studies,  and  the  Tier  III  analyses  will  be  equivalent  to  class 
3  studies.  Currently,  environmental  studies  (including  cultural  resources)  are 
being  undertaken  by  Henningson,  Durham  and  Richardson  (HDR)  and  EDAW  at  the  four 
candidate  main  operating  base  (MOB)  locations;  the  results  will  form  the  basis  cf 
the  first  increment  of  the  Tier  IIA  EA.  *  However,  there  is  a  serious  timing  prob¬ 
lem  in  bridging  the  Tier  I  environmental  impact  statement,  the  Tier  II  EA,  and 
the  Tier  III  EAs. 

Fiqure  2:  ORGANIZATIONAL  CHART  OF  AFRCE-MX/DEVC 

The  structure  of  the  Environmental  Planning  Divsion  (one  of  several  in  the 
AFRCE-MX)  is  the  most  relevant  to  cultural  resources  participants.  The  four 
branches  and  their  functions  and  responsibilities  were  discussed  briefly. 

Figure  3:  CEMXPA  ORGANIZATIONAL  CHART 

The  COE  representatives  indicated  that  this  chart  is  incorrect.  They  discussed 
the  actual  COE  hierarchy.  CEMXPA  is  a  recently  established  organizational  ele¬ 
ment  dealing  only  with  MX;  it  is  seeking  divisional  status.  The  districts/ 
research  elements  are  in  a  cooperating  status  with  CEMXPA  but  are  not  respon¬ 
sible  to  it  (e.g.,  the  Los  Angeles  District  is  responsible  to  the  South 
Pacific  Division).  CEMXPA  is  the  equivalent  of  a  division,  but  without  any 
support  elements.  The  usual  chain  of  responsibility  is  district  to  division 
to  the  Chief  Engineer.  In  this  unusual  circumstance,  the  districts/research 
elements  coordinate  their  activities  with  their  division,  but  also  deal  directly 
with  CEMXPA.  CEMXPA  works  directly  with  the  AFRCE-MX. 

MX  design  activities  will  be  concurrent  with  construction;  this  will  require 
close  cooperation  and  monitoring  of  all  impacted  resources,  especially  cultural 
resources.  It  is  estimated  that  during  the  peak  construction  years,  ten. miles 
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of  road  will  be  built  per  day.  Continuous  monitoring  of  archaeological  resources 
will  be  necessary.  The  Tulsa  District  will  have  16  separate  contractors  next 
fiscal  year  simply  to  design  MX  roads  at  a  Clovis,  New  Mexico  MOB. 

An  updated  status  of  the  MX  project  then  was  discussed.  Currently,  tfee  AFRCE-MX 
CEMXPA  and  their  contractors  are  all  proceeding  as  if  the  Carter  basieg  mode  made 
will  be  confirmed..  The  basing  mode  decision  process  (Townes  Panel /Secretary  of 
Defense/  Presidential)  was  reviewed,  as  well  as  the  Congressional  retirements 
to  be  met.  The  President  will  submit  the  basing  mode  decision  to  the  Congress;  • 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  will  provide  the  justification,  including  a-comparison 
of  alternative  basing  modes.  The  Appropriations  committee  will  review  the  bas¬ 
ing  mode  decision  and  come  to  a  conclusion.  If  required,  the  land  withdrawal 
will  be  enacted. 

Howard  Watts  then  asked  all  of  the  participants  to  introduce  themselves  again, 
and  discuss  their  cultural  resources  responsibilities  and  their  current  and 
future  field  work  and  studies.  This  would  give  everyone  a  perspective  on  who 
is  doing  what  where. 

Sandra  Schultz  (CEMXPA)  began  by  reiterating  the  role  of  CEMXPA  in  relation  to 
the  COE  districts/research  elements  and  the  AFRCE-MX.  The  COE  will  act  as  the 
MX  construction  for  the  Air  Force.  The  communication-responsibility  channel  is: 
COE  district  research  elements  to  their  division  to  the  CEMXPA  to  the  AFRCE-MX 
to  the  Air  Force  contractors.  There  was  discussion  on  the  inefficiencies  of 
this  network;  however,  due  to  the  formalized  management  controls  imposed  by  the 
CEMXPA  and  the  AFRCE-MX,  greater  flexibility  (especially  with  respect  to  commun¬ 
ication)  seems  unlikely. 

Helen  Wells  (Los  Angeles  District  COE)  said  her  district  is  responsible  for  the 
MX  design  and  construction  activities  at  the  Coyote  Springs,  Nevada  MD3  location 
At  this  point,  Catherine  Slusser  (EDAW)  asked  for  clarification  of  the  COE  re¬ 
sponsibilities. 

EDAW  is  doing  the  base  comphrensive  plan  for  the  MOB.  They  are  currently  look¬ 
ing  at  all  four  sites;  they  are  reviewing  the  literature  and  environmental  re¬ 
source  field  data  for  these  sites.  The  life  support  system  (construction  camp) 
will  be  within  the  metes  and  bounds  of  the  10,000  acre  site  where  EDAW  is  to 
conduct  field  activities. 

It  became  apparent  that  there  is  confusion  between  the  COE  and  EDAW  about  their 
respective  responsibilities.  Their  responsibilities  appear  to  overlap,  espec¬ 
ially  with  regard  to  design  and  selection  of  facility  sites. 

There  was  then  a  digression  on  the  question  of  overlapping  responsibilities.  It 
is  the  understanding  of  the  Tulsa  District  that  it  would  only,  design  and  site  the 
MOB  roads.  The  Tier  1 1 A  EA  (selection  of  an  MOB  site)  will  incorporate  data 
gathered  by  EDAW  and  HDR.  HOR  is  responsible  for  the  development  of  the  Tier  IIA 
EA.  Further,  the  COE  has  been  told  by  tha  AFRCE-MX  not  to  contact  any  Air  Force 
contractors.  , 

John  Fagan,  (Portland  District  COE)  said  that  it  was  his  understanding  that  the 
Portland  District  was  to  use  the  results  of  EDAVJ's  20  percent  cultural  resources 
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sample  survey  and  conduct  the  intensive  class  3  cultural  resources  survey  at  the 
selected  10,000  acre  site  (Milford  M08  location).  The  COE  would  make  the  final 
site  selection  and  complete  the  detailed  engineering  designs  for  each  facility. 

Catherine  Slusser  said  the  EDAW  ECP  contract  specifies  that  EDAW  conduct  pre¬ 
liminary  sitng  and  design  activities  at  each  of  the  four  MOB  locations.  After 
the  Air  Force  selects  one  MOB  location,  EDAW  will  concentrate  on  this  location. 

Their  primary  responsibilities. are  for  site  selection  and  detailed  design  of 
facilities,  utilities  and  roads.  Archaeology  is  represented  on  their  environ¬ 
mental  assessment  team.  At  four  ten-thousand  acre  site  (metes  and  bounds)  within 
each  vicinity  zone  is  where  the  20  percent  cultural  resources  sample  survey  woul 
be  done  (according  to  contract).  However,  bee  se  the  Air  Force  has  not  approved 
EDAW's  recommended  sites,  EDAW  began  the  surveys  in  the  recommended  sites,  at  some 
site  enlarging  the  area  to  be  surveyed.  (The  survey  area  at  the  Milford  site  is 
approximately  40,000  acres  while  the  survey  area  at  the  Beryl  site  is  about  23,000 
acres).  EDAW's  preliminary  Tier  IIA  EA  data  area  due  this  month  and  the  final  data 
are  due  in  August;  however,  these  submittal  dates  are  contingent  on  the  Air  Force's 
approval  of  the  sites  currently  being  surveyed. 

HDR  indicate  that  the  draft  Tier  IIA  EA  is  scheduled  to  be  submitted  to  the  Air 
Force  in  August,  with  the  final  EA  due  in  October.  However,  both  the  COE  and  HDR 
conjectured  these  dates  will  slip.  The  COE  will  prepare  EAs  on  their  1200-acre 
tract  and  transportation-communication-utilities  corridors  this  fiscal  year  with¬ 
in  the  EDAW  MOB  sites. 

Jan  Tilloston  (ERTEC  NW)  discussed  the  environmental  clearances  (cultural  and 
biological)  conducted  at  specific  MX  weapon  system  facility  sites  (shelters, 
cluster  maintenance  facilities  and  remote  surveillance  sites)  in  the  Initial 
Operating  Capability  (IOC)  valleys  (Dry  Lake  Valley,  Nevada  and  Pine  and.Wah  Wah 
Valleys,  Utah).  HDR  asked  whether  both  direct  and  indirect  impacts  were  examined; 
EDREC  NW  replied  both  were,  but  the  extent  of  indirect  impact  assessment  was 
limited  to  the  valleys.  There  was  some  question  as  to  whether  this  would  con¬ 
stitute  an  adequate  assessment  of  indirect  impacts.  An  extended  discussion  about 
the  HDR  and  ERTEC  NW  responsibilities  and  Tier  II  requriemments. 

The  cultural  resources  inventories  for  the  IOC  valleys  and  at  the  MOB  sites  will 
serve  as  the  primary  data  base  for  addditional  intensive,  site-speCific  studies. 

The  COE  said  that  the  ultimate  responsibility  for  cultural  resources  management 
was  theirs. 

Gary  Coombs  (HER  Corp)  said  that  they  have  tasked  with  devising  an  implementation 
plan  for  the  PMOA.  They  have  two  main  deliverables;  the  first  will  deal  with 
the  laws  pertaining  to  the  cultual  resources, and  the  second  will  outline  a  cul¬ 
tural  resources  study  plan  (archaeology,  history,  and  prehistory  (Indian)  to  ful¬ 
fill  the  intent  of  the  PMOA.  HER  Corp  is  attempting  to  integrate  the  various 
goals  of  different  contractors  by  •  coordinating  their  activities  (especially  Mhe 
scopes  of  work)  with  the  regulatory  agencies  specified  in  the  PMOA  (the  BLM  and 
the  SHPOs).  The  cultural  resources  managmant  plan  being  developed  will  insure 
that  satisfactory  consultation  (as  oulined  in  the  PMOA)  does  occur.  HER  Corp 
will  also  provide  technical  assistance  to  the  AFRCE-MX,  such  as  reviewing  documents. 
They  v/ill  help  the  AFRCE-MX  implement  a  centralized  master  environmental  resources 
data  bank,  propse  standardized  cultural  resources  reporting  procedures  to  be  used 
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by  all  contractors,  and  provide  liaison  to  the  academic  and  professional  com¬ 
munities.  Their  goal  is  to  formulate  a  sequential,  integrated  series  of  programs 
to  be  implemented  in  a  standard  form. 

Ralph  Mitchell  (CERL)  indicated  that  CERL  was  responsible  for  the  design  of  the  life 
support  system(or  construction  camp)  at  the  Beryl  K03  location.  He  asked  for 
guidance  on  the  proposed  archaeological  work  to  be  done  by  contract.  CERL  was 
told  that  it  must  have  the  .BLM/SHPOs  approval  of  any  scope  of  work,  in  order  to 
satisfy  the  PMOA's  consultuation  requirements.  The  cumbersome  process  that  CERL 
must  follow  is:  CERL  to  the  CEMXPA  to  the  AFRCE-MX  to  the  BLM/SHPOs  and  reverse. 

Betsy  Holbrook  (HDR)  said  that  they  will  soon  be  initiating  Native  American  cultural 

and  socioeconomic  studies.  Teams  will  be  sent  into  the  field  to  interivew  the _ 

Southern  Paiutes.  HDR  is  concerned  that  this  work  is  scheduled  for  completion  by 
July  15,  and  although  its  extension  seems  necessary,  it  may  not  be  extended  be¬ 
cause  of  the  Tier  I I A  EA  deadlines.  HDE  is  currently  developing  the  scope  of 
work;  it  will  be  coordinated  with  the  BLM  and  the  SHPOs. 

Michael  Macko  (HDR)  said  HDR  is  examining  the  direct  and  indirect  cultural 
resources  impacts  (architectural,  archaeological,  historical  and  prehistorical) 
of  locating  an  MOB  at  each  of  the  four  locations  under  consideration.  HDR  said 
that  since  they  are  under  contract  to  the  Ballistic  Missile  Office  (BMO),  that  it 
is  an  Air  Force  responsibility  to  coordinate  the  PMOA,  not  theirs.  There  was  an 
extended  discussion  on  this  point.  Further,  HDR  said  that  many  study  parameters 
(e.g.,  sample  size,  area  of  influence,,  sample  design,  etc.)  should  be  clarified 
for  each  contractor. 

Holly  Dunbar  (IAS)  discussed  the  function  of  the  Interagency  Archaeological 
Services.  The  agency's  primary  involvement  with  the  MX  project  will  be  the 
emergency  discovery  of  archaeological  sites.  Vihenever  this  occurs,  construction 
activity  is  halted  and  the  appropriate  federal  ageocy(probably  the  COE  in  this 
case)  contacts  the  IAS  archaeologist  in  Washingtion,  D.  D.;  a  staff  archaeologist 
is  dispatched  to  the  site  within  48  hours  and  consults  with  the  other  archaeologists 
(e.g.,  COE,  BLM,  SHPO.  contactor)  to  agree  on  the  acceptable  salvage  to  be  done. 

Laverne  Herrington  (Texas  SHPO)  and  Hugh  Ball  (New  Mexico  SHPO)  both  said  that 
they  were  not'  involved  actively  with  MX  as  yet.  They  both  indicated  that  they  are 
in  a  holding  pattern  until  the  basing  mode  decision  is  made. 

Rich  Haynes  (Nevada  BLM)  said  that  he  is  concerned  with  the  resiting  criteria. 

It  is  impractical  to  avoid  impacting  cultural  resources.  The  BLM  would  like  to. 
see  the  National  Register  significance  evaluation  and  the  determination  of  the 
MX  project's  effect  on  a  site  be  done  by  the  same  individual  who  does  the  field 
work.  This  is  curently  not  a  common  cotractor  paractice  (e.g.,  HDR  contracts  for 
the  data  collection  but  analyzes  the  data  in-house,  while  ERTEC  has  the  same 
individuals  evaluate  the  data  as  collected  by  them).  The  BLM  is  concerned  with 
preserving  the  integrity  of  cultural  resources  analyses  to  insure  continuity. 

It  was  further  stressed  that  this  evaluation  and  determination  of  .the  MX  pro¬ 
ject's  effect  process  needs  to  be  done  in  consultation  with  the  BLM  and  the 
SHPOs.  Furnishing  inventories  is  not  acceptable  to  the  BLM.  It  is  his  under¬ 
standing  that  Tier  II  is  concerned  with  the  MOB  sites  and  Tier  III  with  the  IOC 
valleys.  He  has  attempted  to  alert  the  Air  Force  to  potential  problems  with 
tiering  and  the  PMOA.  Also,  the  BLM  is  still  waiting  for  HDR  to  transmit  their 
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final  report  from  last  year  —  this  situation  is  jeopardizing  the  Nevada  State 
Museum’s  BLM  antiquities  permit.  It* was  mentioned  that  the  M03  will  have  30,000 
people. 

Wilson  Martin  (Utah  SHPO)  then  explained  the  role  of  the  SrIPO  in  the  PMOA;  the 
role  is  one  of  liaison  and  assisting  the  Air  Force  in  determining  the  least  risk 
path.  Helpful  services  can  be  provided.  Several  pertinent  sections  of  the  PMOA  . 
were  reviewed.  He  is  concerned  about  the  discussion  of  cultural  resources  managemnt 
with  no  committemnt  to  act  appropriately. 


Catherine  Slusser  gave  a  brief  description  of  EDAW's  archaeological  surveys  at  the 
four  MOB  sites  (within  the  vicinity  zones).  EDAW  began  their  20  percent  sample 
surveys  within  the  preferred  sites,  but  since  the  Air  Force  has  not  concurred 
with  these  to  date  EDAW  has  expanded  the  area  to  be  surveyed  at  the  Beryl  and 
Milford  locations,  becuase  of  Air  Force  uncertainties  about  the  recommended  sites. 
EDAW  hired  a  team  of  three  sub-contractors  (Nevada  State  Museum,  University  of  Utah, 
Eastern  Mew  Mexico  University,  as  well  as  the  consultant  from  Tennessee  --  Robert 
Newman)  to  insure  comparability  of  work  and  development  of  an  applicable  program. 
The  Work  began  in  May  at  all  four  recommended  sites,  and  is  still  in  progress  at 
the  Milford  location.  Hov/ard  Watts  referred  to  large,  color  MOB  vicinity  zone 
LANDSTAT  maps  at  AFRCE-MX,  but  EDAW  has  not  seen  them.  Twenty-five  meter  transect 
were  walked  at  each  of  the  sites/extended  areas;  shovel  testing  was  done,  but 
no  machine  testing.  The  results  for  each  site  were  briefly  discusssed.  Only 
the  Utah  areas  are  discussed  below. 

Beryl  - 

Thirty-two  sites  were  found  at  the  Beryl  expanded  area,  concentrated  around  the 
foothills  and  the  mouths' of  springs.  EDAW  is  looking  at  other  potential  ten- 
thousand  acre  sites  in  the  southwest  sector  of  th  vicinity  zone  for  environmental 
and  cultural  reasons  (i.e.,  to  lessen  the  impacts  on  the  foothills).  Six  to  eight 
of  the  sites  found  were  significant  and  they  were  all  isolated  sites.  A  20,000 
acre  area  was  surveyed,  containing  three  overlapping  alternative  sites;  to  date 
EDAW  has  no  clear  indication  of  prefernece  from  the  Air  Force. 

Milford 

The  southern  Milford  site  has  already  been  surveyed  and  currently  the  central 
Milford  site  is  being  surveyed.  Five  sites  were  located,  and  at  least  one  of 
them  was  historical  (homestead).  The  preliminary  reports  are  due  next  week. 


Rich  Fike  asked  whether  EDAW  is  having  their  subcontractors  determine  the  eligi¬ 
bility  of  sites.  EDAW  said  this  requirement  is  included  in  their  subcontractors' 
scopes  of  work.  HDR  asked  v/hether  indirect  impacts  are  being  determined  as  well; 
EDAW  said  they  are  only  doing  a  20  percent  sample  survey  within  the  sites/expand¬ 
ed  areas. 

EDAW  did  consult  with  the  Southern  Paiutes,  v/ho  sent  representatives  out  in  the 
field  with  the  archaeologists.  The  Indians  volunteered  little  information.  The 
consultation  included  the  entire  vicintiy  zone,  not  just  the  transect  s  that 
were  walked.  The  Southern  Paiutes  would  only  identify  what  the  archaeologists 
found. 
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HER  Corp  then  discussed  activities  to  date  (see  Attachemnts  1-4).  The  history 
of  the  PMOA  was  reiterated;  the  PMOA  was  signed  in  August  of  1980  bythe  Advisory 
Counsel  on  Historic  Preservation,  by  the  Air  Force  in  October  of  1980,  and  sub-  I 

sequently,  by  the  BLM  and  two  of  the  affected  SHPOs  (including  Utah).  On  May  1, 

1981,  the  HER  Corp  contract  became  effective,  and  they  initiated  work  on  the 
cultural  resources  imp! ementati on/management  plan.  Their  first  deliverable  is 
due  in  draft  form  to  the  Air  Force  on  June  18,  1981.  It  will  examine  the  legal 
requirements,  and  in  particular  the  scheduling  of  the  Air  Force/COE  contractors' 
activities  and  the  construction  sequence.  To  date,  HER  Corp  has  developed  I 

three  separate,  complimentary  programs:  1)  an  archaeological  compliance  program, 

2)  a  Native  American  compliance  program,  and  3)  a  history/architecture/community 
studies  compliance  program. 

Howard  Watts  asid  that  HDR's  environmental  resources  data  are  to  be  forwarded  to 

the  AFRCE-MX  next  week.  TRW  submitted  a  proposal  to  develop  and  maintain  a  * 

centralized  environmental  resources  data  bank  at  the  AFRCE-MX;  the  Air  Force  did 

not  accept  the  proposal  for  this  fiscal  year,  but  it  is  under  consideration  for 

future  years. 

It  was  proposed  that  a  hierarchy  of  authority  be  developed.  The  AFRCE-MX  should  use  ^ 
a  mangagment  team  and  maintain  a  centralized  data  bank.  The  AFRCE-MX  directly  inter¬ 
faces  with  their  own  contractors  and  the  CEMXPA.  CEMXPA  has  direct  links  through 
the  divisons  to  the  districts/research  elements  who  directly  interface  with  their 
own  contractors.  The  Contractors  should  not  have  to  v/orry  about  Air  Force/COE 
coordination  and  management  responsibilities.  Roles  need  to  be  explicitly  defined 
indicating  responsibilities  and  authority.  The  Air  Force  needs  to  effectively  ) 

manage  the  project.  The  BLM  said  this  could  cause  problems,  because  the  contract¬ 
ors  have  BLM  antiquities  permits- and  the  data  collected  are  the  property  of  the 
BLM.  The  COE  said  that  data  are  being  collected  .with  federal  funds;  therefore, 
it  is  public  information  to  be  shared  with  all.  Further,  withholding  the  data  are 
contrary  to  professional  standards.  The  lack  of  coordination  with  multiple  con¬ 
current  efforts  is  a  serious  problem.  HER  Corp  will  .assist  the  Air  Force  in  > 

developing  and  implementing  a  cultural  resources  management  plan.  The  COE  suggest¬ 
ed  that  the  Air  Force  disseminate  a  written  policy  establishing  a  coordination/ 
liaison  network. 

-  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  l 

At  this  point,  HER  Corp  formed  three  discussion  groups  (one  for  each  program). 

The  activities  Air  Force/COE  contractors  were  discussed,  as  well  as  the  consult¬ 
ation  and  data  the  SHPOs  would  be  able  to  provide.  HER  Corp  was  gathering  this 
information  to  modify  the  three  programs  to  insure  that  the  required  cultural  re¬ 
sources  studies  would  be  conducted  in  a  thorough  and  a  timely  manner.  I 
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MX  CULTURAL  RESOURCES  MEETINGS 
SAN  FRANCISCO  JUNE  10-11,  1981 

AGENDA 


Wednesday  Morning,  June  10 

Planning  session  for  FY81  cultural  resource  studies.  ERTEC 
NW,  AFRCE,  HER  Corp.  Purpose  is  to  establish  priorities  for 
FY81  studies  and  to  develop  plans  for  implementing  these 
studies. 


Wednesday  Afternoon,  June  10 

General  session  involving  all  contractors  involved  in  MX 
cultural. resource  studies.  purpose  is  to  introduce  the 
multiple  players  involved  in  MX  studies  and  to  establish  a 
framework  for  communication  and  coordination  during  the 
upcoming  studies. 


Thursday  Morning,  June  11 

General  session  involving  all  contractors  involved  in  MX 
cultural  resource  studies.  HER  Corp.  personnel  will  present 
-  a  status  report  on  the  PMOA  Management  Plan  that  is  being 
developed.  A  draft  version  of  an  annotated  outline  for  the 
Management  plan  will  be  distributed  for  review  and  comment. 


Thursday  Afternoon,  June  11 

Small  group  sessions.  Topics  to  be  determined. 


Preservation 


» 


*  * 


1522  K  Street,  NW  .  ; 

Washington,  DC  20005 

' _  *  .  '  •*  I 


.  .  ‘  PROGRAMMATIC  MEMORANDUM  07  AGREEMENT  '  .  •  ; 

WHEREAS,  the  U.S.  Air  Force,  Department  of  Defense,  proposes  to  deploy 
the  M-X  System  (undertaking)  within  the  States  of  Nevada,-  New  Mexico,  \ 

Texas,  and/or  Utah;  and,  ■  .  | 

•  ,  *  *  *  •  * 

WHEREAS,  the  M-X  System  may  he  deployed  on  land  managed  by  the  Bureau  L 

of  Land  Management  (BLM),  and  BLM  and  the  Air  Force  have  management  respoosi-  ? 
hilities  with  regard  to  historic  properties  pursuant  to  Executive  Order 
11593,  and  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  of  1966  (16  U.S.C,  Sec. 

470f,  as  amended,  90  Stat.  1320);  and,  .  . 

WHEREAS,  the  Air  Force  has  assumed  lead  agency  status  and -primary  I 

responsibility  for  compliance  with  the  historic  preservation  statutes  and  ** 
regulations  referenced  herein  on  behalf  of  both  itself  and  BLM;  and, 

r  •  •  •  •  ^  ^  *  ' 

WHEREAS,  the  Air  Force,  in  consultation  with  the  State  Historic 

•  Preservation  Officers  (SHPOs),  has  determined  that  the  proposed  undertaking  *  | 

could  have  effects  upon  historic  and  cultural  properties  included  in  or 

eligible  for  inclusion  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  (Register) ; 

and,  .  .  •  '  *  •  .  • 

9  •  • 


WHEREAS,  pursuant  to  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation 
Act  of  1966,  Section  2(b)  of  Executive  Order  11593,  and  Section  800.4  of  * 

the  regulations  of  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  (Council), 
’’Protection  of  Historic  and  Cultural  Properties”  (36  CFR  Part  800) ,  the  Air '  ' 

.  Force  has  requested  the  comments  of  the  Council;  and, 

WHEREAS,  pursuant  to  36  CFR  Sec.  800.8(a)  of  the  Council’s  regulations,  I 
the  Air  Force  has  requested  development  of  a  Programmatic  Memorandum  of  .  „ 
Agreement  (Agreement);  and, 

WHEREAS,  the  Air  Force,  the  Council,  BLM,  and  the  SHPOs  of  Nevada,  New 
Mexico,  Texas,  and  Utah  have  consulted  and  will  continue  to  consult  and 
review  the  undertaking  to  consider  feasible  and  prudent  alternatives  to ' 
avoid,  minimize,  or  satisfactorily  mitigate  adverse  effects, 

0  • 

NOW,  THEREFORE,  it  is  mutually  agreed. that  implementation  of  the 
undertaking  in  accordance  with  the  following  stipulations  will  avoid  or 
satisfactorily  mitigate  its  adverse  effects  on  historic  and  cultural  * 

properties.  -• 


l 


MX-Hissile  System 


Stipulations 

The  Air  Force  will  insure  that  the  following  measures  are  carried  out. 

I.  General 

•  • 

A.  The  Air  Force  will  establish  a  Review  .Committee  to  assist  ia 

oversight  of  all  historic  preservation  related  M-X  activities  to 
.insure  that  such  activities  meet  high  standards  of  professional  * 
methodology.  The  committee  will  report  to  the  Executive  Director 
of  the  Council  and  to  the  Air  Force,  and  will  act  and  be  funded 
in  accordance  with  Attachment  1.  .  . 

.  '  B-  The  Air  Force  will  afford  the  appropriate  SHPOs,  and  the  State  ( 

'.offices  of  BLK,  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  all  scopes 

*  of  work,  and  significant  revisions  of  such  scopes,  relating  to 

historic  preservation;  and  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment 
on  the  historic  preservation  reports  or  products  generated  under 
this  Agreement.  Informational  copies  of  these  documents  will  be 
provided  to  the  Council.  * 

*  •  ’  •  •  * 

C.  The  Air  Force  will  provide  data  generated  under  this  Agreement  to 

"'the  appropriate  SHPOs  and  State  offices  of  Bill.  '  .  '  ' 

D.  The  Air  Force,  in  consultation  with  appropriate  SHPOs,  will 
.notify  the  public  of  intended  significant  actions  under  this 

.  -•  Agreement,  will  provide  timely  notice  to  news  media,  and  will 

afford  the  public  the  opportunity  to  comment  to  the  Air  Force, 
the  SHPOs,  or  the  Council  regarding  these  actions. 

E. .  The  Air  Force,  in  consultation  with  the  appropriate  SHPOs,  will 

ensure  that  all  historic  preservation  activities  are  carried  out 
by  or  under  the  supervision  of,  qualified  persons  as  prescribed 
in  36  CFR  Sec.  1201.5. 

F.  The  Air  Force  will  ensure  that  all  stipulations  of  this  Agreement 

are  met  by  its  contractors  as  veil  as  by  all  participating  units 
of  the  Air  Force.  ,  • 

G.  The  Air  Force,  in  consultation  with  the  appropriate  SHPOs,  will 
ensure  that  its  contractors  and  Air  Force  personnel  and  resident 
dependents  are  advised  against  illegal  collection  of  historic  and 
prehistoric  materials,  will  encourage  those  with  interests  in 
such  materials  to  participate  in  nondestructive  activities,  and 
will  cooperate  with  BLM  to  insure  enforcement  of  the  Archeological 
Resources  Protection  Act  of  1979. 

H.  'Pursuant  to  36  CFR  Sec.  800.8  of  the  Council's  regulations,  the 
Air  Force  will  submit  an  annual  report  to  the  Council,-  the  SHPOs, 
and  to  Interagency  Archeological  Services  (Heritage  Conservation  . 
and  Recreation  Service,  Department  of  the  Interior)  on  all  actions 
taken  pursuant  to' this  Agreement. 
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(  1^  The  Air  Force  will  provide  data  to  assist  the  SHPO's  in  identic 
'v~ '  lying  and  documenting  the  budgetary  and  staff  impacts  arising 


from  this  undertaking. 


II.  Identifying  and  Mitigating  Adverse  Effects  of  Construction  and 
Operation  • 

( A/\  In  consultation  with  BIM  and  the  appropriate  SJCPOs,  ind  in 
\^/  accordance,  with  the  guidelines  in  Attachment  II,  the  Air  Force 


^taking's  impact  upon  them  by* _  ' 

1.  development  of  an  initial  study  plan,  including  but  not 
•  \  limited  to: 

00  definition  of  preliminary  study  goals 

•(b)  establishment  of*  study  methods 
•  •  •  .  . 

/  •  (c)  indication  of  predicted  types  of  historic  and  cultural 

properties.  .  ' 

(d)  establishment  of  study  team  composition 

•  * 

Ce)  establishment  of  programs  for  data  storage,  management, 
and  use  which  are,  to  the  extent  feasible,  compatible 
with  existing  State  and  BLM  systems,  '  • 


development  of  a  calendar  of  tasks  (see  Attachment  II); 


conducting  preliminary  studies  based  on  the  study  plan, 
including  background  data  and  field  inspection  of  sample 
areas  during  initial  environmental  analyses  of  the  potential 
impact  areas,  to  predict  where  adverse  effects  upon  historic 
and  cultural  properties  are  likely  to  occur; 

development  and  implementation  of  a  plan  for  intensive  field 
survey  of  all  locations  where  adverse  effects  upon  historic 
and  cultural  properties  are  likely  to  occur  ini  the  vicinity  . 
of  potential  MX  permanent  and  temporary  facilities  such  as 
base  sites,  access  and  utility  corridors,  borrow  sources, 
and  other  MX  support  facilities.  This  plan  will  include: 

(a)  description  of  historic  and  cultural  property  types 
expected 

(b)  predicted  distributions  of  historic  and  cultural  proper¬ 
ties 
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(c)  study  questions  to  be  addressed 

(d)  study  methods;  including  methods  of  field  inspection, 

testing,  and  analysis  *  ) 

(e)  study  team  composition 

(f)  "data  storage  and  management  program.  :  - 

Where  prudent  and  feasible,  in  consultation  with  ‘the  SHPOs  and  ^ 

BLH,  the  Air  Force  will  avoid  .adverse  effects  on  historic  and 
cultural  properties  through  design  of  M-X  facilities,  by  relo¬ 
cation  of  existing  facilities,  or  hy  other  means. 

In’ consultation  with  the  SHPOs  and  BLM,  the  Air  Force  will  develop  • 
guidelines  for  documentation  or  data  recovery  from  historic  and 
cultural  properties  that  cannot  he  avoided  or  protected.  The 
guidelines  will  take  into  account:  *  • 

1.  the  data  generated  by  the  preliminary  and  intensive  studies  *  ) 

2.  the  concerns  of  local  communities  and  social  and  ethnic 

groups  • 

%  .  ..  •  * 

3.  the  Native  American  Religious  Freedom  Act  •  ’  -  . 

4.  36  CFR  Part  66  and  its  appendices  published  by  the  Department 
of  the  .  Interior  on  January  28,  1978  (42  FR  5374-82)  - 

5.  the  standards  of  the’ Society  of  Professional  Archeologists 

6.  other  applicable  Federal  regulations,  standards,  and  guidelines. 

The  Air  Force  will  in  a  timely  manner  deliver  copies  of  the 
initial  study  plans  (II. A. 1)  and  guidelines  for  data  recovery 
(II. C)  to  the  Review  Committee,  the  State  BLM  offices,  and  the  ^ 

appropriate  SHPO  and  afford  them  15  working  days  after,  receipt, 
to  review  them.  The  Review  Committee,  SHPO,  and  BIM  will  provide 
written  notice  of  receipt  and  indicate  their  objections,  if  any,  *“ 
within  15  working  days.  Should  the  Review  Committee,  SHPO,  or 
BLM  object,  the  Air  Force  will  arrange  a  meeting  to  resolve 
differences  before  proceeding  with  the  action  to  which  the  Review  * 
Committee,  SHPO,  or  BLM  has  objected.  If  the  differences  cannot 
be  resolved,  the  Air  Force  will  take  the  comments  to  the  Committee, 
SHPO,  and  BLH  into  account  in  deciding  whether  to  and  how  to 
proceed.  • 

..  .  > 

When  it  is  not  prudent  or  feasible  to  avoid  adverse  effectS-Unoa  .  ’ 

a  historic  or  .cultural  jp^perty,^he..Air_F.cuxeutuJLlJfollp.w_36L-CFR 

Part  1204  J^ojletnrmine  whether  -the-propecty— i-s-eligible-for'* 

inclusion  xri  the  Register,  and  consult  with  the  appropriate  SHPO 

and  BLM  as  appropriate, "and,  * 
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1. 


if  the  affected  property  meets  criteria  for  listing  in  the  t 

Register  primarily  because  it  nay  yield  information  important 
in  prehistory  or  history,  the  Air  Force  will  institute  a 
documentation  or  data  recovery  program  in  accordance  with 
the  Guidelines  established  under  Stipulation  II. C.  Prior  to 
initiating  any  documentation  or  data  recovery  program,  the 
Air  Force  will  notify  the  Review  Committee,  BIH,  SHPOs,  and 
any  concerned  local  communities,  or  social  and  ethnic  groups. 
Should  an  objection  he  raised,  the  Air  Force  will  consult 
with  the  objecting  party  to  resolve  the  objection.  If  no 
agreement  can  be  reached  among  the  Air  Force,  the  SKPO,  and 
B1M  on  the  documentation  or  data  recovery  prograa,  the  Air  > 

Force  will  request  the  comments  of  the  Council  pursuant  to 
36  CFR  Sec.  SO 0.6;  \  - 

2.  if  the  affected  'property  is  determined  eligible  for  listing 

in  the  Register  for  reasons' other  than,  or  in  addition  to,  .  ^ 

its  information  potential,  the  Air  Force  will  consult  with. 

•the  appropriate  SKPO:- to  determine  the  nature  of  the  under- 
•.taking's  effect  on  the  property  and,  pursuant  to  36  CFR  Sec.  • 
800.4(d),  request  Council  comments. 

F.  Pursuant  to  the  American  Indian  Religious  Freedom  Act  of  1978  * 

(P.L.  95-341),  the  Air  Force  will  consult  with  groups  that  have  .  :•• 
cultural  ties  to  the  study  area  in  order  to' identify  locations-  . 

and  issues  of  concern  to  them  and  to  work  with  these  groups  and 
the  parties  to  this  Agreement  in  resolving  conflicts.  The  Air 
Force  will  take  the  concerns  of  these  groups  into  consideration  > 

during  the  design  and  construction  of  the  undertaking,  and  during 
implementation  of  this  Agreement.  ■  * 

G.  During  the  -implementation  of  any  portion  of  the  undertaking, 
should  previously  unknown  historic  or  cultural  properties  hre 
discovered,  the  Air  Force  will  comply  with' 36  CFR  Sec.  800.7 
and/or  the  data  recovery  guidelines  developed  under  paragraph  C 
above. 

H.  Before  M-X  construction  is  complete,  the  Air  Force  will  consult. 

with  the  SHPOs  and  the  BLM  to  establish  preservation  mechanisms  ~  » 

to  accompany  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  facilities.--  Operation 
and  maintenance  will  also  be  covered' under  this  Agreement. 

III.  The  Air  Force  ard  the  Council  will  work  together  as  members  of  the 

Economic  Adjustment  Committee  in  an  effort  to  ensure  that  Federal  '  , 

Government  activities  to  accommodate  population  and  infrastructure 
growth  resulting  from  K-X  deployment  are  sensitive  to  the  historic  and 
cultural  values  of  the  deployment  areas.  The  parties  agree  in  principle 
that  the  Federal  Government  should  assist  affected  States  and  communities 
in  the  development  and  implementation  of  programs  that  will  contribute 
to  protection  of  the  historic  and  cultural  character  of  communities 
subject  to  short-or-long  terra  growth  as  the  direct  or  indirect  results 
of  the  undertaking.  Such  programs  shoul.’  be  commensurate  in  scope 
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with  the  level  of  projected  impact  of  the  undertaking  on  each  affected 

community,  and  include  hut  not  be  limited  to: 

A.  identification  of  districts,  sites,  buildings,  structures,  and 

objects  included  in  or  eligible  for  inclusion  in  the  Register  * 

vi.thin  each  community ; 

B.  development  and  implementation  of  measures  to  minimize  destruction 

and  maximize  preservation  and  reuse  of  historic  sites,  .buildings, 
structures,  districts,  and  objects  in  Federal  construction  and  » 

.assistance  projects  within  each  affected  community;  . 

* 

C.  esteblisbmeat  of  design,  guidelines  to  make  new  construction  as 
compatible  as  possible  with  the  historic  environment*  of  each 
community;  and, 

E.  '  establishment  of  measures  to  foster  successful  integration  of  new 
facilities  into  the  existing  cultural  and  architectural  fabric  of 
.  ' .  each  community.  ' 

IV.  Avoiding  Inadvertent  Damage  During  Pre-Construction  Studies  I 

A.  The  Air  Force  will  ensure  that  proper  coordination  occurs  between 

its  personnel  and  contractors  responsible  for  historic  preservation 
and  its  personnel  and  contractors  responsible  for 'environmental, 
geological,  engineering,  and  other  studies,  to  minimize  the  *  ^ 

danger  posed  to  historic  properties  by  geological  testing,  survey 
teams,  and  other  activities  and  personnel.  Intensive  surveys 

will  be  conducted-in  advance  of  any  land-modifying  activity. 

Geological  test  sites  and'  other  locations  of  land-modifying 
activity  will  be  designed  to  avoid  damage  to  historic  properties.  ' 

B.  If  test  excavations  are  necessary  to  obtain  data  needed  for  the 
.  evaluation  of  historic  properties  under  Stipulations  II. A. 2  and 

*  II. A. 3  above,  the  excavations  will  not  be  allowed  to  exceed  the 

scope  necessary  for  basic  evaluation,  will  not  utilize  mechanized 
equipment  without  the  approval  of  the  appropriate  SHPO  and  BLM,  » 

and  will  be  carried  out  in  accordance  with  strict  archeological  „ 
controls .  * 

V.  Definitions 

As  used  in  this  Agreement:  . 

A.  Air  Force  means  the  U.S.  Air  Force  acting  by  itself  or  through 
agents  or  contractors.' 

B.  Historic  and  Cultural  Properties  means  properties  included  in  or  .  * 

likely  to  meet  the .criteria  for  inclusior  in  the  National  Register 

of  Historic  Places. 
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Historic  preservation  includes,  but  is  not  limited  to,  the 
identification,  evaluation,  protection,  rehabilitation,  reuse, 
recording  of,  and  salvage  of  historic  properties. 

Potential  Impact  Area  means  the  area  in  which  the  undertaking  Day 
reasonably  be  thought  to  have  .potential  positive  or  adverse, 
direct  or  indirect  effects  upon  historic  properties. 


Executive  Director  ^  ^  /  l 

Advisory  Council  on  Kis to riq  Preservation 


D.S.  Air  Force 


(date) 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 


(date) 


_ _ _  (date) 

Nevada  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 


_ _  (date) 

Texas  State  Historic  Preservation  "Officer 


_ _ . _ (date) 

Utah  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer.. 


_ (date) 

New  Mexico  State  Historic  Preservation 
Officer  ’ 


_ _ _ (date) _ ' 

Chairman 

Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation 


ATTACIllENT  1 


Review  Committee  Guidelines 


A.  Responsibilities 

1.  To  monitor  progress  of  the  M-X  Historic  Preservation  Program  and 
advise  the  Air  force  and  Council  of  any  actions  needed  to  ensure 
maintenance  of  high  professional  standards. 

2.  To  review  guidelines,  scopes  of  work,  research  desigis,  survey 
reports,  and  other  documents  developed  "by  the  Air  force  and  to 
advise  the  Air  force  and  the  Council  of  2ny  changes  appropriate 
to  ensure  maintenance  of  high  professional  standards. 

‘.3.  To  assist  in  the  resolution  of  disputes  that  nay  arise  over  the 
quality  or  appropriateness  of  particular  historic  preservation 
related  activities,  or  of  the  K-X  Historic  Preservation  Program 
in  general.  *  • 

B. '  .  Organization: 

1. ‘.  Membership,  will  consist  of: 

a‘.  the  Executive  Director  of  the  Council  and  the  Secretary  of 
the  Air  Force  or  their  designees,  who  will  co-chair  the 
committee:  '  '  *  • 

.  *  *  •  •  m 

b.  the  Director  of  BLM  or  his  designee;  - 

c.  the  following  non-federal  members  who  will  be  appointed  by 
the  Executive  Director  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force:  • 

1)  one  professional  archeologist  knowledgeable  in  the 
archeology  of  each  general  basing  region  (e.g. ,  Texas, 

Kew  Mexico,  Utah/Nevada) 

2)  one  professional  historian,  preferably  one  with  a 

*•  knowledge  of  architectural  history  who  is  also  knowledge¬ 

able  in  the  history  of  each  general  basing  region 

4)  other  members  as  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  and 
Executive  Director  may  determine  to  be  necessary. 

2.  Procedures: 

a.  the  committee  will  meet  at  the  call  of  the  co-chairmen; 

b.  the  committee  may  assign  tasks  to  subcommittees  or  individual 
members;- 

. 

c.  the  Air  Force  will  provide  staff  support;  and. 


d.  the  committee  will  forward  any  meeting  announcements,  minutes, 
and  other  documents  afforded  to  committee  members  to  the 
SKPOs. 

Funding:  The  Air  Force  will  fund: 

a.  costs  of  travel  and  per  diem; 

b.  stipend  not  to  exceed  $100  per  day  for  non-Federal  committee 
members  engaged  in  •committee  business; 

c.  postage  and  telephone. 


ATTACHMENT  2 


Guidelines:  Calendar  of  Tasks 


Task  I. 

A.  .  Initial  study  plan  (II. A. 1) 

B.  Establish  review  committee  (I.A. ;Atch.l)  '  .  . 

. 

Task  II.  •  . 

A.  .Conduct  preliminary  studies  (II. A. 2) 

B.  Develop  plan  for  intensive  field  survey  (II:A.3) 

*  .  * 

C.  Develop  guidelines  for  documentation  and  data  recovery  (II. C) 

Task  III.  • 

‘  -  A.  Conduct  intensive  field  survey  (II. A. 3) 

B .  ’  •  Redesign  to.  avoid  historic  properties  where  feasible  and  prudent  - 
*.  (II. B) 

•  •  . 

Task  IV. 


-A.  Determine  eligibility  and  effect,,  and  mitigate  adverse  effects 
(II. E) .  .  .  '  .  .  . 

.  .  % 
Consultation,  occurs,  and  comments  are  considered,  at  the- beginning  and 
completion  of  each  task.  *  . 
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time,  salaried  officers  or  employees  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment. 

b.  An  advisory  committee  may  be  established 
to  serve  the  Department  of  the  Air  Force  as  a 
whole,  a  single  command  or  other  Department 
of  the  Air  Force  activity  or  serve  such  activi¬ 
ties  collectively,  provided  that  no  advisory  com¬ 
mittee  will  be  formed  or  utilized  by  any  activity 
of  the  Department  of  the  Air  Force  unless  (1) 
the  committee  is  specifically  authorized  by  law, 
or  (2)  the  committee  is  specifically  ap¬ 
proved,  in  writing,  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense, 
to  be  in  the  public  interest  in  connection  with 
the  performance  of  duties  imposed  on  the  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Air  Force  or  one  of  its  subor¬ 
dinate  activities. 

c.  An  advisory  committee  whose  duration  is 

not  otherwise  fixed  by  law  will  terminate  no 
later  than  2  years  from  the  date  of  its  forma¬ 
tion  unless  the  Secretary  of  Defense  has  de¬ 
termined,  prior  to  the  expiration  of  such  2-year 
period  that  its  continued  existence  is  in  the 
public  interest.  A  similar  determination  must 
be  made  to'  continue  the  existence  of  such  a 
committee  for  each  subsequent  2-year  period 
thereafter.  .. 

25.  Rules  for  Forming,  Continuing,  and  Ap¬ 
pointing  Members  of  Advisory  Committees; 

a.  No  activity  will  form,  utilize  or  partici¬ 
pate  in  an  advisory  committee,  other  than  those 
committees  excepted  by  paragraph  23,  without 
the  advance  specific  approval,  in  writing,  by 
the  Secretary  of  Defense. 

b.  Commands  desiring  to  form,  utilize,  or 
participate  in  advisory  committees  will  submit 
requests  for  Secretarial  approval  to  HQ  USAF/ 
DPCX.  Five  copies  of  the  requests  with  com¬ 
mand  level  signature  will  be  submitted  by  com¬ 
mand  CMOs  and  will  include: 

(1)  A  statement  that  the  major  com¬ 
mander  has.  determined  that  the  proposed  es¬ 
tablishment,  utilization  of,  or  .participation  in 
a  committee  is  in  the  public  interest  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  performance  of  duties  imposed  on 
the  Department  of  the  Air  Force,  and  that  he 
has  selected  or  approved  the  selection  of  any 
proposed  committee  members  according  to  the 
provisions  of  this  regulation. 

(2)  The  reasons  why  the  formation  or  use 
of  the  committee  is  in  the  public  interest.  This 
is  a  hey  justification,  and  must  be  made  in  the 
light  of  the  policies  on  committee  management 
in  paragraph  7.  The  justification  also  should 
contain  statements  (if  applicable)  that  the  com¬ 
mittee  can  provide  needed  talents  and  services 


no*  otherwise  available-  to  tlie  Air  Force,  and  a 
statement  ihat  the  views  of  the  non-goverr.- 
mental  groups  or  organizations  represented 
thereon  are  needed,  and  the  reasons  why. 

(3)  A  statement  indicating  the  results  of 

the  requesting  commands  having  contacted 
other  Government  departments  and  agencies 
(DOB  or  otherwise)  which  may  have  formed  or 
may  be  utilizing  an  advisory  committee  with 
similar  objectives  arid  activities.  The  reasons 
for  establishing  or  utilizing  a  new  committee, 
rather  than  affiliating  with  or  participating  in 
an  existing  committee,  must  be  clearly  stated 
if  the  objectives  and  activities  of  any  other  Air 
Force  or  non-Air  Force  advisory  committee 
formed  or  utilized  by  the  Government  are  simi- 
lar.  . 

(4)  A  statement  that  the  committee  is  an 
advisory  committee. 

(5)  A  list  of  the  proposed  membership, 
including  the  name  of  the  proposed  chairman 
or  the  manner  in  which  a  chairman  will  be 
selected.  For  those  nominees  who  are  full-time, 
salaried  officers  or  employees  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  list  name,  title,  grade;  or  organization. ' 
For  other  nominees,  provide  brief  biographical 
statements  listing  their  names;  employment; 
industrial,  institutional.  Government 2]  or  other 
affiliations;  any  other,  relevant  data  such  as 
education,  special  qualifications  or  skills,  ahd 
publications  (see  attachment  5).  Biographical 
information  will  be  handled  as  personal  or 
privileged  information.  If  it  is  necessary  to 
contact  an  individual  for  biographical  dat3,  the* 
person  may  only  be  informed  that  lie  is  being 
considered  for  membership  on  a  given  advisory 
committee.  However,  when  individuals  arc 
asked  to  provide  data  they  must  be  provided 
with  the  Privacy  Act  Statement  shown  in  the 
box  at  the  bottom  of  attachment  5  together 
with  the  biography  format  information  being 
requested.  (Nominees  for  Air  Force  advisory 
committees  must  be  approved  by  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  before  being  approached  officially 
concerning  membership.) 

c.  Membership  of  an  advisorj'  committee 
necessarily  depends  on  its  functions.  For  ex¬ 
ample,  in"  the  case  of  a  committee  "whose  sole 
function  is  to  consider  scientific  questions,  it 
may  bo  proper  to  limit  the  membership  to  per¬ 
sons  with  scientific  background.  However,  such 
a  committee  should  include  persons  repre¬ 
senting  different  points  of  view  and  different 
types  of  employment  (education,  industry, 
transportation  etc.) . 
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d.  Whenever  feasible,  the  membership  of  a 
committee  should  include: 

(1)  Representatives  of  the  public  interest. 

(2)  Representatives  from  a  variety  of 
economic  and  social  groups  and  geographic 
areas  is  desirable.  No  strict  rule  of  propor¬ 
tional  representation  of  the  various  types  of 
groups  is  applicable.  However,  steps  should  be 
taken  to  insure  that,  in  regard  to  the  selection 
of  advisory  committee  members,  there  v/l!l  be 
no  discrimination  solely  on  the  basis  of  race, 
color,  national  origin,  religion,  or  sex. 

(e)  Requests  for  membership  changes  are 
submitted  according  to  b  above;  however,  re¬ 
quired  information  is  limited  to  the  member¬ 
ship  data  in  b(l)  and  (5)  above,  for  proposed 
nominees-  In  addition,  include  the  names  of  any 
current  members  to  be  replaced;  and  the  rea¬ 
sons  for  the  proposed  change.  Command  CMOs 
•will  subsequently  provide  HQ  TJSAF/DPCX 
with  the  names  of  those  approved  nominees 
who  have  been  appointed  to  committee  mem¬ 
bership. 

NOTE:  Once  an  advisory  committee  has  been 
established  there  i3  no  need  to  advise  higher 
authority,  on  any  membership  changes  "which 
relate  to  full  time  Government  employees. 

25.  Committee  Charters: 

a.  For  each  Air  Force  advisory  committee  a 
charter  is  required.  The  establishing  directive 
may  serve  as  the  charter  if  it  contains: 

(1)  The  committee’s  official  designation. 

(2)  The  committee’s  objectives  and  the 
scope  of  its  activities.  * 

(3)  The  period  of  time  necessary  for  the 
committee  to  carry  out  its  purpose. 

(4)  Organization  and  official  to  which  the 
committee  reports. 

(5)  The  organization  responsible  for  pro¬ 
viding  the  necessary  support  for  the  committee. 

(6)  A  description  of  the  duties  for  which 
the  committee  is  responsible,  and  if  such  duties 
are  not  solely  advisory,  specify  the  authority 
for  such  functions. 

(7)  The  estimated  annual  operating  cost 
in  dollars  and  man-years  for  such  committees. 

(8)  The  committee’s  termination  date,  if 
less  than  2  years  from  the  date  of  the  com¬ 
mittee’s  establishment. 

(9)  The  date  the  charter  is  filed. 

b.  Duration  of  Charters.  Advisory  committee 
charters  will  extend  for  a  2-year  period  after 
which  renewal  will  be  required.  Renewal  action 
will  be  accomplished  by  forwarding  eight  copies 
of  the  charter  with  appropriate  changes,  if  any, 
to  AF/DPCX,  prior  to  15  November  of  the 


year  renewal  is  required.  NormaSy,  all  charter 
renewals  occur  during  the  same  time  period; 
thus  if  a  committee  were  established  between 
years,  a  charter  renewal  would  be  require  cl  even 
if  the  committee  was  in  existence  for  1  year. 

c.  No  advisory  committee  will  meet  or  take 
any  action  until  its  charter  has  been  approved 
by  DSD  and  OMB.  When  forwarding  requests 
for  charter  approvals  or  changes  to  charters, 
information  will  be  forwarded  no.raore  than  75 
days  or  less  than  45  days  before  the  committee 
convenes  or  expires  and  will  include  the  fol¬ 
lowing  information: 

(1)  The  nature  and  purpose  of  the  com¬ 
mittee.  * 

.  (2)  A  statement  that  renewal  is  necessary 
and  in  the  public  interest. 

(3)  The  reasons  for  the  determination.  . 

(4)  The  committees  plan  to  attain  bal¬ 
anced  membership. 

(5)  An  explanation  of  why  the  commit¬ 
tee’s  function  cannot  be  performed  in-house  or 
by  an  existing  advisory  committee. 

d.  Each  advisory  committee  will  file  a  charter 
.  complying  with  Section  9(c)  of  the  Act. 

e.  Subcommittees  of  Advisory  Committees 
do  not  have  to  be  separately  chartered  if: 

(1)  AH  members  of  the  Subcommittee  f  re 
members  of  the  parent  Committee. 

(2)  The  Subcommittee  reports  to  the  • 
parent  Committee. 

(3)  The  Committees  chartermdicates  that 
Subcommittees  may  be  formecL 

(4)  The  task(s)  of  the  Subcommittee  fall 
within  the  scope  of  the  parent  Committee’s 
charter. 

f.  An}’  Subcommittee  that  does  not  meet  the 
above  indicated  criteria  will  have  to  be  char¬ 
tered  as  a  separate  Committee  and  will  report 
separately  from  the  parent  Committee. 

27.  Sscurity/Mcmbership  Requirements: 

a.  When  classified  or  “For  Official  Use  Only” 
data  are  submitted  (for  example,  proposals, 
recommendations,  or  reports),  they  will  be 
properly  classified  and  sped ficaJIy  identified  ac¬ 
cording  to  Air  Force  guidance. 

b.  Name  checks,  security  clearances,  and 
any  other  requirements  as  a  condition  of  which 
individuals  may  serve  as  committee  members  or 
be  employed  as  advisors  or  consultants  are  the 
responsibility  of  the  major  command  concerned. 
Command  CMOs  will  insure  that  such  require¬ 
ments  have  been  complied  with  prior  to  any 
individual’s  participation  in  the  committees. 

28.  Advisory  Committee  Rules.  Advisory  com¬ 
mittees  formed  or  utilized  by  the  Air  Force  will 
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BIOGRAPHY  FORMAT 


PERSONAL  DATA 
Name 


Date  of  Resume  (should  not 
be  more  than 
(naonths  old) 

I 


Name  of  University  or  Company 

Title  •  •  .  . 

'Business  Address  *  -* 

Business  Telephone  I 

Home  Address 

Home  Telephone  ■  . 

Legal  Voting  Residence 

Date  and  Place  of  Birth 

Citizenship  (If  naturalized,  give  date)  ) 

Marital  Status  . 

.Military  Service  •  -  ;• 

Education  (Degrees,  Schools,  Dates)  ■  V 

*  WORK  EXPERIENCE  ,  .  I 

University  or  Company  Assignments  (Title,  Organization,  Dates,  •  • 

'  Type  of  Ercperience) 

Consultant  Positions  *  •  •  -  -  -v 

■  •  •  Membership  on  Boards  or  Committees  *  ' 

Membership  in  Professional  and  Scientific  Societies 


PUBLICATIONS 


AUTHORITY:  Public  Law  S2-4S3,  Federal  Advisory  Committee  Act,  C  October  1972.' 

PRINCIPAL  PURPOSE:  The  Oince  of  Secretary  of  Defense  requires  that  biographical  data  be  fur¬ 
nished  on  nil  non-Govemment  personnel  nominated  to  serve  on  advisory  committees.  The  biographical  in¬ 
formation  is  reviewed  to  assure  that  proposed  nominees  are  qualified  to  serve  on  the  committee. . 

ROUTINE  USE:  Biographical  information  is  xcieir.ed  for  record  purposes  on  individuals  approved  for  serv¬ 
ice  on  a  committee,  upon  termination  of  such  service  the  biographical  information  is  destroyed. 

DISCLOSURE  IS  VOLUNTARY :  Disclosure  of  ar.7  information  is  voluntary,  however  failure  to  provide 
the  information  will  disqualify  any  proposed  nominee. 

PRIVACY  ACT  STATEMENT— BIOGRAPHY  FORMAT  (AFR  11-55)  •  '  **- 
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BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 
MX  PROJECT  PARTICIPANTS 


1.9  ARCHAEOLOGICAL  COMPLIANCE  PROGRAM 


1  1  Types  of  study  prograras~-£ocus  is  on  defining  study 
requirements,  establishing  when  in  the  project 

implementation  process  particular  types  of  study  are 
required,  and  identification  of  relationships  between 
types  of  study  programs 

1.1.1  Research  Design — serves  to  define  a  set  of 
appropriate  research  questions  for  investigation, 
provides  a  framework  for  the  conduct  of  inquiry, 
identifies  appropriate  data  gathering  methods  and 
procedures  for  answering  research  questions,  and  is 
periodically  revised  and  updated  as  results  from 
studies  become  available.  Research  design  is  a 
critical  item  for  the  evaluation  of  significance,  for 
evaluating  impacts,  for  designing  mitigation 
measures. 

1.1.2  Class  I  Inventory — a  thorough  evaluation  of  all 
existing  archaeological  data,  including  site  records, 
published  and  unpublished  reports  of  field  studies, 
and  consultation  with  local/regional  experts. 

1.1.3  Class  II  Inventory  (Regional  Sample  Survey) — a 

sample  field  inventory  designed  to  identify  and 
record,  from  surface  indications  and  limited 

subsurface  testing,  all  cultural  resources  within  a 
portion  of  a  defined  area.  The  Class  II  Inventory 
provides  a  data  base  for  making  objective  estimates 
of  the  nature  and  distribution  of  cultural  resources 
within  the  defined  area  (i.e.  the  sampling  universe). 
This  type  of  study  is  appropriate  in  the  project 
planning  stages  in  order  to  provide  information  about 
particular  valleys  or  particular  types  of 
environmental  settings  that  are  likely  to  be  of  high 
archaeological  sensitivity.  In  addition  regional  * 
sample  survey  provides  essential  information  about 
the  regional  setting  of  archaeological  resources 
subject  to  direct  impacts  and  provides  information 
about  the  nature  and  distribution  of  archaeological 
resources  subject  to  potential  indirect  impacts. 

1.1.4  Class  III  Inventory — the  systematic,  intensive 
examination  of  a  defined  project  area  to  identify  and 
record,  from  surface  indications  and  limited 
subsurface  testing,  all  cultural  resources.  Project 
areas  for  Class  III  inventories  are  usually  defined 
by  the  location  and  expected  land  disturbance  of  a 
particular  proposed  action.  Class  III  inventories 
are  conducted  in  order  to  assess  the  potential  direct 
impacts  on  cultural  resources  of  such  a  project. 
Because  of  these  limitations  on  the  definition  of 


project  area,  the  resulting  sample  frequently  is  not 
representative  of  the  larger  region.  Thus  the 
significance  of  the  cultural  resources  encountered 
must  be  assessed  in  relation  to  models  that 
incorporate  existing  regional  data  or  are  based  on 
supplemental  Class  II  inventory. 

1.1.5  Significance  Assessment — the  Air  Forc>_ ,  in 

consultation  with  its  field  contractors  and  the  BLM 
and  SHPOs,  must  evaluate  all  archaeological  resources 
discovered  during  field  inventories  in  terms  of  their 
eligibility  to  the  National  Register  of  Historic 
Places.  Two  principal  types  of  significance  are 

considered  in  making  National  Register  evaluations, 
scientific  and  cultural  significance.  The  scientific 
significance  of  an  archaeological  resource  is 
generally  assessed  in  relation  to  a  research  design 
that  considers  problems  of  general  scientific 
significance,  regional  and  local  research  problems, 
and  methodolog ial  issues.  In  significance 

assessment,  attention  must  also  be  given  to  the  goal 
of  preserving  a  representative  sample  of  the  full 
range  of  archaeological  resources,  because  resources 
not  currently  judged  to  be  of  significance  to 
regional  research  problems  may  become  of  importance 
in  the  future  as  new  information  is  obtained  or  new 
methods  are  developed.  Cultural  significance,  that 
is  the  importance  of  an  archaeological  resource  to  a 
local  community,  an  ethnic  group  or  to  the  general 
public,  must  also  be  considered.  While  scientific 
significance  can  be  assessed  through  analysis  of  data 
from  field  inventories  as  guided  by  the  research 
design,  assessment  of  cultural  significance  requires 
inputs  from  the  other  study  domains  being  considered 
here — history  and  Native  American  studies. 

1.1.6  Impact  Assessment — this  is  the  process  by  which  the 
probable  effects  of  a  proposed  action  on 
archaeological  resources  are  evaluated.  _  If  a 
property  is  significant  only  for  its  scientific 
information,  and  it  cannot  be  avoided  or  otherwise 
preserved,  the  PMOA  specifies  that  a  data  recovery 
program  should  be  implemented  as  a  mitigation 
measure.  For  those  properties  that  are  significant 
for  other  than,  or  in  addition  to,  their  scientific 
information  the  impact  assessment  process  requires 
application  of  the  specific  criteria  of  effect  that 
have  been  developed  by  the  Advisory  Council.  These 
criteria  are  applied  by  the  Air  Force  in  consultation 
with  their  field  contractors,  the  BLM,  and  the  SHPOs. 

1.1.7  Mitigation  Measures — these  may  include  a  variety  of 
actions  such  as  redesign  of  project  elements  in  order 
to  avoid  a  significant  archaeological  resource, 
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development  of  protection  measures  such  as  fences,  or 
design  and  implementation  of  a  data  recovery  program. 
The  design  of  mitigation  measures  is  closely  tied  to 
the  process  of  impact  assessment  and  it  requires 
consultation  betv/een  the  Air  Force,  its  cultural 
resource  contractors,  the  BLM,  and  SHPOs. 

1.2  Recommended  Study  Prog rara-^-this  section  considers  the 
current  status  of  the  MX  Project  cultural  . resource 
studies  and  recommends  studies  that  should  be  planned  and 
implemented  between  now  and  the  end  of  FY1932- 

1.2.1  Research  Design  Development — a  preliminary 
research  design  was  prepared  by  Woodward  Clyde 
Consultants  that  provides  a  general  structure  of 
inquiry  for  MX  archaeological  studies.  Only  one  of 
the  several  problem  domains  they  identified  was 
developed  in  the  preliminary  design-  In  addition, 
the  results  of  the  Phase  1  Regional  Sample  Survey 
have  not  been  incorporated  into  this  design. 
Furthermore,  geographic  subregions  within  the  large 
MX  Project  area  need  to  be  identified  and  research 
problems  specific  to  them  developed.  Field  programs 

.and  methods  appropriate  to  particular  project 
requirements  can  then  be  developed.  Significance 
criteria  for  National  Register  evaluations  can  also 
be  formalized  through  the  research  design  process. 

1.2.2  Class  I  Inventory — A  substantial  amount  of  existing 
data  has  already  been  assembled  by  MX  contractors, 
however  this  data  base  needs  to  be  centralized  at 
AFRCE  for  the  MX  Project  and  should  be  updated  from 
several  sources  not  previously  consul ted (e.g .  BLM 
District  Offices,  Lost  City  Museum).  The  BLM  has 
recently  completed  Class  I  Inventories  for  most  of 
the  MX  Project  area — these  reports  should  be  used  by 
Air  Force  cultural  resource  contractors  to  the 
maximum  extent  possible  in  order  to  reduce  redundancy 
of  effort. 

1.2.3  Class  II  Inventory — Due  to  lack  of  funding,  final 
reports  have  never  been  completed  by  the  field 
contractors  that  conducted  the  Phase  1  Regional 
Sample  Survey.  Substantial  money  and  effort  has  been 
expended  in  gathering  these  data,  but  without 
analysis  and  reports  these  studies  contribute  very 
little  to  the  MX  cultural  resource  'assessment 
process.  Completion  of  analysis  and  reports  is  of 
very  high  priority,  for  they  ace  required  for 
research  design  development  and  planning  of  a  second 
phase  of  regional  sample  survey.  The  second  phase 
survey  should  be  planned  for  the  entire  MX  study 
region  (including  the  mountain  zones) .  Failure  to 
follow  up  the  first  phase  of  fieldwork  in  a  timely 


manner  has  reduced  the  opportunity  to  use  regional 
sample  survey  data  to  reduce  impacts  to 
archaeological  resources  in  early  project  design 
stages,  however,  regional  data  are  essential  for 
identifying  potential  indirect  impact  areas  and  for 
providing  a  regional  context  for  evaluating  the 
significance  of  archaeological  resources  subject  to 
direct  impacts. 

1.2.4  Class  III  Inventory-Class  III  inventories  have 

been  completed  in  Dry  Lake,  Pine,  and  VJah  Wah  valleys 
for  shelter  locations,  related  facilities,  and  for  a 
portion  of  the  DTN.  Additional  survey  is  currently 
being  planned,  but  there  is  inadequate  information 
regarding  the  types  of  project  facilities  or 
rights-of-way  that  are  to  be  examined.  Apparently 
cluster  roads  have  not  been  included  in  this  upcoming 
program.  These  and  other  project  elements  will 

require  Class  III  inventories.  Similarly  there  will 
be  Class  III  inventories  required  at  the  Operating 
Base  locations  once  they  have  been  selected. 

1.2.5  Data  Recovery  Guidelines — the  PMOA  calls  for  the 
early  development  of  a  set  of  general  guidelines  to 
be  followed  during  data  recovery  activities.  _  It  is 
necessary  to  incorporate  these  general  guidelines 
into  the  research  design  process  for  guidance  and 
justification  of  specific  data  recovery  proposals  and 
procedures. 

1.3  Schedule — to  be  developed 


1.4  Program  Implementation . Procedures 

1.4.1  Study  Team  Qualifications — interim  guidelines  will 
be  those  stated  in  Appendix  II  of  the  Nevada  BLM 
publication  entitled  Cultural  Resources  Survey: 
General  Guidelines. 

1.4.2  Field  Forms — for  Nevada  and  Utah  the  Utah 
Antiquities  form  is  the  official  form  for  recording 
historic  and  prehistoric  sites.  For  Class  II  surveys 
employing  quadrats,  the  sample  unit  form  for  the 
Phase  1  Regional  Sample  Survey  is  to  be  modified  to 
incorporate  improvements  suggested  by  Phase  1  field 
and  lab  personnel  and  to  meet  the  research  design 
requirements  of  the  particular  Class  II  survey.  For 
Class  II  surveys  employing  transects,  the  University 
of  Utah  transect  form  is  to  be  used  in  its  present 
form,  or  it  may  be  modified  to  conform  to  project 
requirements.  All  site  forms  are  to  be  typed,  to 
have  photocopies  of  the  appropriate  USGS  map  showing 
the  site  location  attached,  and  to  have  prints  of 


site  and  artifact  photos  attached  on  continuation 
sheets.  All  photographs  are  to  be  recorded  in  the 
field  on  standardized  photographic  records. 

1.4. 3  Field  Procedures — a  field  procedures  manual  is 
currently  in  preparation.  In  the  interim,  the  MX 
Cultural  Resources  Regional  Sample  Survey  Field 
Manual  prepared  by  HDR.  Sciences  and  the  Institute 
for  American  Research,  and  the  field  procedures 
guidelines  followed  by  EDA VI  subcontractors  are  to 
serve  as  procedural  guides.  Until  an  .MX  field 
procedures  manual  is  assembled  and  approved,, 
consultation  with  the  Air  Force,  BLM,  and  SHPOs 
regarding  field  procedures  is  essential  on  a  project 
by  project  basis. 

1.4.4  Data  Management — The  University  of  Utah  will  serve 
as  the  centralized  data  management  system  for  MX 
archaeological  studies  in  Nevada  and  Utah.  AFRCE-MX 
will  develop  and  maintain  a  data  base  in  order  to 
provide  planning  information  to  MX  environmental  and 
construction  contractors  on  a  need  to  know  basis. 

1.4.5  Data  Dissemination — copies  of  site  and  sample  unit 
forms  are  to  be  sent  to  the  Nevada  State  Museum  by 
contractors  working  in  Nevada  and  to  the  University 
of  Utah  and  Southern  Utah  State  University  by 
contractors  working  in  Utah.  In  addition,  copies  of 
these  forms  go  to  the  SHPO,  to  the  appropriate 
District  Office  of  the  BLM,  and  to  AFRCE-MX. 

1.4.6  Report  preparation — all  MX  cultural  resource  field 

studies  are  to  result  in  the  preparation  of  draft  and 
final  reports.  Reports  on  all  major  field  studies 
are  to  be  published,  in  the  cultural  resource  series 
of  the  Nevada  BLM .  Small  scale  studies  will  be 

distributed  to  major  libraries  and  data  repositories 
and  to  all  those  requesting  copies  from  AFRCE-MX. 
Report  preparation  guidelines  are  being  developed. 

1.4.7  Curation — official  repositories  for  photographs, 
negatives,  photo  records,  and  artifacts  collected 
during  MX  archaeological  studies  are  as  follows: 

Nevada — Nevada  State  Museum,  Carson  City 
Utah — Southern  Utah  State  University,  Cedar  City 
New  Mexico — Laboratory  of  Anthropology,  Santa  Fe 
Texas — 

Presently  each  contractor  is  to  make  arrangements  with  these 
facilities  on  a  project  by  pro ject  ,  basis.  A  long 
term  plan  for  artifact  curation  is  to  be  developed. 


ATTACHMENT  I. 


STANDARD  SEQUENCING  FOR  CLASS  II  INVENTORIES 


1.0  Prepare  SOW  for  field  program--to  be  prepared  by  USAF,  its 

prime  contractor,  or  its  agent,  as  appropriate 

1.1  Define  compliance  and  research  goals  for  proposed  Class 
II  study 

1.2  Identify  geographic  region  of  proposed  Class  II  study 

1.3  Prepare  draft  SOW  (include  written  statements  from  1.1 
and  1.2  in  SO'//) 

1.4  Provide  SOW  to  USAF  for  review 

1.5  Provide  SOW  to  BLM,  SHPO,  Review  Committee  for  review 

1.6  Assess  and  incorporate  reviewer  comments 

1.7  Release  SOW  for  bid 

1.8  Resubmit  SOW  for  review  by  USAF,  BLM,  SHPO,  Review 
Committee  if  significant  revisions  are  made 

1.9  Review  of  proposals  by  Air  Force,  BLM,  and  SHPO. 
Procedures  to  be  established  on  a  procurement  by 
procurement  basis. 

2.0  Contractor  Implements  Field  Study 

2.1  Field  contractor  reviews  existing  data  for  the  Class  II 
study  area 

2-2  Field  contractor  contacts  appropriate  BLM  District 
Archaeologists — field  contractor  provides  project 
information  and  requests  information  on 
previous/current  field  studies 

2.3  Field  contractor  consults  with  previous  researchers  in 
the  Class  II  study  area  as  appropriate 

2.4  Field  contractor  consults  with  Native  Americans 

2.5  Field  contractor  develops  research  design  compatible 
with  MX  Regional  Research  Design  and  appropriate  to  the 
particular  Class  II  study  area 

2/6  Class  II  Research  Design  is  reviewed  by  USAF,  BLM, 

SHPO,  Review  Committee 

2.7  Field  contractor  visits  BLM  District  Office  prior  to 
initiation  of  field  study 

2.8  Field  contractor  implements  field  study  in  accordance 
with  standardized  field  procedures  for  MX  Project  (see 
section  1.4  of  the  Archaeological  Compliance  Plan). 

3.0  Air  Force  Quality  Control  Field  Monitoring 

3.1  USAF  participates  in  prefieldwork  orientation  sessions 
(optional) 

3.2  USAF  conducts  on-site  visit(s)  during  field  study 
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4.G  Field  Contractor/Subcontrac tor  Report  Preparation 

procedures--reports  on  field  studies  are  to  be  prepared  by 
the  institution,  firm,  or  Air  Force  agent  that  conducted  the 
f ieldwo  rk 

4.1  Field  contractor  consultation  with  USAF,  BLM,  aad  SHPO 
regarding  field  results — initial  discussion  of 
significance  of  resources  encountered  and  review  of 
outline  for  draft  report 

4.3  Field  contractor  conducts  analysis  to  assess 

significance  of  all  cultural  resources  encountered  and 
to  develop  predictions  about  unsurveyed  areas  within 
the  sampling  universe.  Draft  report  presents  results 
of  analyses  and  recommends  research  design 
refinements/modifications.  Indirect  impact  analyses 
are  reported  if  that  was  a  compliance  goal  of  tbs  Class 
II  Inventory  (see  1.1). 

4.4  Draft  report  is  reviewed  by  USAF,  SHPO,  BLM,  and  Review 
Committee 

4.5  Based  on  reviewer  comments  field  contractor  prepares 
final  report 

4.6  After  final  review  report  is  published  in  Nevada  BLM 
cultural  resource  series 


ATTACHMENT  II.  STANDARD  SEQUENCING  FOR  CLASS  III 
INVENTORIES 

1.0  Prepare  SOW  for  field  program—to  be  prepared  by  USAF,  its 

prime  contractor,  or  its  agent,  as  appropriate 

1.1  Define  proposed  Air  Force  Action 

1.2  Identify  geographic  region  of  potential  effect- 

1.3  Identify  cultural  resource  compliance  requirements  for 
proposed  action--SHPO/BLM  consultation  advisable 

1.4  Integrate  1.3  with  regional  research  design 

1.5  Provide  SOW  to  USAF  for  review 

1.6  Provide  SOW  to  BLM ,  SHPO,  Review  Committee  for  review 

1.7  Assess  and  incorporate  reviewer  comments 

1.3  Release  SOW  for  bid 

1.9  Resubmit  SOW  for  review  by  USAF,  BLM,  SHPO,  Review 
Committee  if  significant  revisions  were  made 

1.10  Review  of  proposals  by  Air  Force,  BLM,  and  SHPO. 
Procedures  to  be  established  on  a  procurement  by 
procurement  basis 

2.0  Contractor  Implements  Field  Study 

2.1  Field  contractor  reviews  existing  data  for  the  Class 
III  study  area 

2.2  Field  contractor  contacts  appropriate  BLM  District 

.  ...  Archaeologists — field  contractor  provides  project 

information  and  .requests  information  on 
previous/current,  field  studies 

2.3  Field  contractor  consults  with  previous  researchers  in 
the  Class  III  study  area  as  appropriate 

2.4  Field  contractor  consults  with  Native  Americans 

2.5  Field  contractor  develops  research  design  compatible 
with  MX  Regional  Research  Design  and  appropriate  to  the 
particular  Class  III  study  area 

2.6  Class  III  Research  Design  is  reviewed  by  USAF 

2.7  Field  contractor  visits  BLM  District  Office  prior  to 
initiation  of  field  study 

2.8  Field  contractor  implements  field  study  in  accordance 
with  standardized  field  procedures  for  MX  Project  (see 
section  1.4  of  Archaeological  Compliance  Program) 

3.0  Air  Force  Quality  Control  Field  Monitoring 

3.1  USAF  participation  in  prefieldwork  orientation  sessions 
(optional) 

3.2  USAF  on-site  visit(s)  during  field  study 


4-fi  Field  Contractor/Subcontractor  Report  Preparation 

Procedures — reports  on  field  studies  are  to  be  prepared  by 

the  institution,  firm,  or  Air  Force  agent  that  conducted  the  1 

fieldwork 

4.1  Field  contractor  consultation  with  USAF,  BLM,  and  SHPO 
regarding  field  results — initial  discussion  of 
significance,  impacts,  and  potential  avoidance  oeasures 

4.2  USAF  determines  which  avoidance  measures  are  possible 

4.3  Field  contractor  prepares  report  to  assess  significance 
of  all  cultural  resources  encountered  and  identify 
potential  impacts.  Draft  report  incorporates  results 
of  Air  Force  decisions  regarding  avoidance  measures. 

4.4  Draft  report  is  reviewed  by  USAF,  SHPO,  BLM,  and  Review  ^ 

Commit  tee 

4.5  Based  on  reviewer  comments  USAF  develops  final 
avoidance  measures 

4.6  Field  contractor  prepares  final  report  assessing 
significance,  impacts,  avoidance  measures,  and  outlines 

data  recovery  program.  All  National  Register  eligible  l 

properties  subject  to  impacts  are  documented  in 
accordance  with  36  CFR  53 

4.7  SHPO  comments  on  determinations  of  eligibility 

4.8  If  SHPO  concurs  with  determinations  of  eligibility,  and 
all  cultural  resources  are  eligible  for  the  Register 

only  for  their  information  potential.,  USAF  finalizes  | 

its  data  recovery  program  plan  {Go  to  Attachment  III) 

4.9  If  any  cultural  resources  are  eligible  for  the  Register 

for  reasons  other  than,  or  in  addition  to,  their 
information  potential  USAF  makes  a  determination  of 
effect  in  consultation  with  the  SHPO  and  forwards 
appropriate  documentation  required  by  35  CFR  309.4(d)  & 

to  the  Advisory  Council  for  comment. 

5.0  Advisory  Council  Consultation 

5.1  USAF  prepares  and  submits  a  Preliminary  Case  Report 

requesting  the  comments  of  the  Council (see  36  CFR  * 

800.13(b) 

5.2  USAF  notifies  the  SHPO  of  this  request 

5.3  USAF  proceeds  with  the  consultation  process  set  forth 
in  36  CFR  300.6 

5.4  Until  the  completion  of  the  consultation  process,  the 

Air  Force  suspends  any  actions  that  may  result  in  9 

impacts  to  the  property  under  consideration 


ATTACHMENT  III.  STANDARD  SEQUENCING  FOR  DATA  RECOVERY 
PROGRAMS 


To  be  developed 


I  Native  American  Compliance  Program 
*\ .  Types  of  Study  Programs 
Reg i o n a  1  Prog ram  Plan 


The  program  plan  will  establish  n e t hod  1 ogi e s  and  procedures 
for  evaluating  the  cultural  and  historic  significance  of  Native 
American  resources  which  are  eligible  for  the  National  Register 
and/or  protected  by  the  American  Indian  Religious  Freedom  Act. 

Literature  Search 


Background  studies  consist  of  a  review  of  existing 
ethnographic  and  ethnohistorical  literature  on  the  study  area 
region,  and  of  existing  archaeological  site  records  which 
contain  information  on  cultural  resources  in  the  deployment 
area  of  potential  significance  to  Native  Americans. 

Regional  Survey 

Ethnographic  field  studies  at  Indian  reservations  and 
colonies  in  and  near  the  deployment  area  are  conducted  to 
determine  the  nature,  known  and  projected  distribution, 
significance,  and  contemporary  use  patterns  of  cultural 
resources  in  the  potentially  impacted  region. 

Site-Specific  Surveys 

Site-specific  surveys  consist  of  on-site  inspections  of 
areas  slated  for  construction  by  e  thnographer.-Nat  i  ve  American 
study  teams  to  record  cultural  resources  subject  to  potential 
direct  and  indirect  impacts. 

Significance  Assessmen t 

Assessment  of  the  significance  of  Native  American  resources 
in  the  deployment  area  requires  the  development,  in  consultation 
with  affected  tribal  groups,  of  relevant  and  defensible  criteria 
for  establishing  the  relative  importance  of  tangible  and  intangible 
resources  for  the  maintenance  of  cultural  integrity.  These 
guidelines  must  be  in  accordance  with  cultural  and  historic 
significance  determinations  relevant  to  National  Register 
eligibility  and  religious  freedom. 

Impact  Assessment 


The  impact  analysis  has  two  major  components.  Assessment 
of  potential  impacts  on  tangible  cultural  resources  involves 
the  comparison  of  known  resource  distributions  with  project 
layouts.  Potential  project  impacts  on  intangible  cultural 
resources,  such  as  those  which  jeopardize  religious  expression 
or  ethnic  integrity,  must  be  assessed  through  a  consideration 
of  the  cumulative  effects  of  significant  resource  loss  on 
Native  American  communities. 
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M i t i Ration  Measures 

Mitigation  programs  consist  of  the  development  of  measures, 
in  consultation  with  affected  Native  American  groups,  which 
facilitate  avoidance  or  minimization  of  deleterious  project 
effects  on  tangible  and  intangible  cultural  resources. 


B.  Recommended  Study  Program 
Program  Plan  Development 

There  is  an  immediate  need  for  the  development  of 
standardized  procedures  for  identifying  and  assessing  the 
relative  significance  of  Native  American  cultural  resources. 
The  accuracy  and  validity  of  such  procedures  or  guidelines 
is  dependent  upon  the  establishment  of  a  successful  dialogue 
and  working  relationship  between  affected  Native  American 
groups,  participating  agencies,  and  M-X  contractors. 

Literature  Search 


It  is  recommended  that  background  studies  initiated  with 
the  M-X  DEIS  be  updated  to  include  the  results  of  preliminary 
regional  ethnographic  surveys.  Class  I  and  II  archaeological 
inventories,  and  tribal  conments  on  the  DEIS.  Such  studies 
should  be  expanded  to  include  the  unpublished  data  of  ethnographers 
with  areal  specializations  in  the  deployment  area.  Native 
American  tribal  archival  data,  and  additional  published  works 
(particularly  for  the  Texas/New  Mexico  siting  alternative). 

Regional  Survey 

Finalization  and  completion  of  the  FY  80  Nevada/Utah 
ethnographic  survey  are  recommended  as  high  priorities. 

Finalization  of  the  initial  study  report  includes  tribal 
group  and  agency  comments  and  the  identification  of  significant 
data  gaps.  Completion  of  the  regional  ethnographic  survey  is 
required  to  determine  the  range  of  cultural  resources  in  the 
deployment  area>  their  significance  to  Native  Americans,  and 
contemporary  use  patterns.  Since  no  comparable  data  are 
currently  available  for  the  Texas/New  Mexico  siting  option,  . 
contacts  with  the  tribal  governments  of  affected  Native 
Americans  in  this  region  and  initiation  of  a  regional  ethno¬ 
graphic  survey  are  recommended. 

Site-Specific  Surveys 

It  is  recommended  that  on-site  inspection  of  proposed 
construction  areas  in  the  IOC  valleys,  OB  sites,  construction 
camps,  borrow  sites,  and  other  disturbance  areas  be  conducted 
by  study  teams  composed  of  ethnographers  and  local  Native 
Americans.  Such  studies  should  be  a  routine  component  of  any 
and  all  cultural  resource  inventories  to  ensure  the  identifi¬ 
cation  and  recordation  of  Native  American  resources  and  docu¬ 
mentation  of  their  historic  and  cultural  significance  to  local 
peoples . 


Data  Recovery  Guidelines 


Established  procedures  for  data  recovery  prior  to  ground 
disturbance  should  be  developed  jointly  between  cultural  resource 
and  land  nanagenent  agencies  and  affected  Native  American  groups. 
Such  procedures  should  include  prior  notification  to  tribal 
governments  of  data  recovery  programs  and  reflect  a  sensitivity 
for  Native  American  religious  concerns.  These  mitigation 
guidelines  are  a  logical  extension  of  consultation  foruas 
initiated  for  program  plan  development. 


Program  Implementation  Procedures 
A.  Consultation  Requirements 
Tribal  Governments 

As  official  governing  bodies  of  sovereign  nations  in  a 
special  trust  relationship  with  the  United  States,  the  duly- 
elected  tribal  counc i 1 s / bu s ine s s  councils  of  affected  Indian 
reservations  and  colonies  in  the  deployment  area  serve  as  legal 
representatives  and  liasons  with  external  agencies  and  interest 
groups.  Consultations  required  by  existing  cultural  resource 
legislation  which  relate  to  Native  American  participation  in 
the  inventory,  impact  assessment,  and  mitigation  processes 
must  therefore  be  coordinated  with  these  bodies. 

Native  American  Traditional  Leaders 

In  addition  to  consultation  with  tribal  governments, 
implementation  of  the  American  Indian  Religious  Freedom  Act 
requires  coordination  with  traditional  religious  leaders  within 
Native  American  communities  to  determine  the  nature,  distribution, 
and  significance  of  sacred  cultural  resources,  to  assess  potential 
impacts  on  these  resources,  and  to  develop  suitable  mitigation 
measures . 

Cultural  Resource  Management  Agencies 


Procedures  for  .coordination  with  the  State  Historic 
Preservation  Officers  and  Bureau  of  Land  Management  for  the 
determination  of  effect  on  Native  American  cultural  resources 
and  the  eligibility  of  these  resources  for  the  National 
Register  are  identical  to  those  followed  for  the  archaeological 
compliance  program. 

B.  Field  Procedures  Guidelines 

S tudy  Team  Qualifications 


Due  to  the  culturally  unique  and  often  sensitive  nature 
of  many  Native  American  cultural  and  sacred  resources,  data 
gathering  is  successful  only  when  conducted  by  a  research  team 
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which  enjoys  the  confidence  of  both  the  academic  and  Indian 
communities.  It  is  therefore  recommended  that:  (1)  Native 
Americans  be  consulted  on  the  selection  of  the  ethnographic 
survey  contractor,  (2)  that  this  selected  contractor  conduct 
all  cultural  resource  studies  relating  to  Native  Americans 
for  M-X  contractors,  either  sequentially  or  simultaneously, 
and  (3)  that  the  direct  participation  of  local  Native  American 
cultural  resource  specialists  on  study  teams  be  instituted  for 
site-specific  surveys. 

Field  Forms 

Since  data  gathering  on  Native  American  cultural  resources 
is  accomplished  through  ethnographic  interviewing,  field  forms 
distinct  from  those  employed  in  archaeological  surveys  are 
required.  Forms  developed  in  the  context  of  DEIS  prelininary 
regional  surveys  should  be  evaluated  and  revised  in  light  of 
research  team  recommendations  and  tribal  comment.  Revised 
field  forms  should  be  universally  applied  by  research  teams 
in  subsequent  studies  to  permit  the  standardization  of  data. 

Field  Procedures 


Minimal  guidelines  for  ethnographic  data  gathering  on 
Native  American  cultural  resources  include:  (1)  initial  contact 
with  tribal  governments  by  research  team  members  for  information 
dissemination  on  study  goals  and  the  receipt  of  permission  to 
interview  tribal  members,  (2)  consultation  with  all  tribal 
members  knowledgeable  in  traditional  natters  and  cultural 
resources,  and  (3)  establishment  of  a  tribal  review  procedure 
for  evaluation  of  study  findings  prior  to  finalization  of 
research  reports. 

Photographic  Documentation 

The  systematic  photographing  of  cultural  resource  sites, 
a  standardized  procedure  in  archaeological  inventories,  should 
be  extended  to  Native  American  surveys  as  well.  A  photographic 
record  of  sites  which  are  culturally  significant  to  Native 
Americans  will  document  their  physical  properties  and  condition 
prior  to  potential  direct  and  indirect  impacts  associated 
with  the  M-X  project. 


C.  Data  Management 
AFRCE 


There  is  an  immediate  need  for  the  establishment  of  a 
centralized  data  repository  for  cultural  resources  of  all 
types  at  AFRCE.  Such  a  repository  will  facilitate  data 
analysis,  and  will  provide  rapid  access  to  Native  American 
cultural  resource  information  for  planning  purposes.  Since 
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certain  categories  of  Native  American  sites  are  regarded  as 
sacred ,  and  their  locations  divulged  only  with  guarantees  of 
informant  or  data  confidentiality,  provisions  for  nondisclosure 
of  such  information  to  the  public  must  be  developed. 

BLM 

Dissemination  of  Native  American  cultural  resource  data 
to  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  has  not  occurred  to  date. 
Preliminary  field  studies  indicate  a  general  lack  of  faith 
exists  in  the  Indian  community  regarding  the  ability  of  the 
BLM  to  maintain  Native  American  site  data  confidentiality. 
Further  consultation  between  this  agency  and  tribal  governments 
is  necessary  to  ensure  such  procedures  are  followed. 

Tribal  Archives 


The  highly  sacred  nature  of  certain  Native  American  cultural 
resources  often  precludes  their  discussion  with  non-Indians. 
Reluctance  to  disclose  information  on  either  the  precise 
nature  or  location  of  such  resources  is  guided  both  by  cultural 
sanctions  and  the  fear  of  potential  site  damage  or  desecration. 
Tribal  archives  provide  a  data  repository  for  the  preservation 
of  traditional  knowledge  for  future  reservation  members.  Such 
information,  to  which  public  access  is  controlled  by  the  tribes, 
may  be  disclosed  on  a  selective  basis  to  project  planners  if 
the  resource  appears  threatened  by  direct  or  indirect  disturbance, 
or  if  procedures  which  guarantee  data  conf identiality  can  be 
developed  by  AFRCE  and  the  BLH  in  consultation  with  the  tribes. 

D.  Data  Dissemination 

Planning  Information  for  POD  Contractors 


Centralization  of  deployment  area  Native  American  cultural 
resource  data  at  AFRCE  will  allow  immediate  access  .by  DOD  con¬ 
tractors  for  planning  purposes.  Additionally,  an  ongoing  con¬ 
sultation  program  between  AFRCE  and  tribal  governments  will 
facilitate  the  coordination  of  data  gathering  efforts  by 
contractors,  and  provide  a  mechanism  for  the  dissemination 
of  information  on  highly  sensitive  resources  from  the  tribes 
to  AFRCE  on  a  case-by-case  or  site-specific  basis. 

Scientific  and  Public  Information  Dissemination 


Since  the  gathering  of  Native  American  cultural  resource 
information  in  M-X  ethnographic  studies  is  properly  represented 
to  the  tribes  as  a  planning  tool,  and  since  much  of  this  infor¬ 
mation  is  regarded  by  the  tribes  as  proprietary,  site-specific 
data  disclosure  to  the  scientific  community  and  general  public 
should  be  granted  only  at  the  discretion  of  the  tribes  in 
question.  The  official  tribal  position  on  data  disclosure  for 
specific  sacred  and  secular  resources  identified  by  reservation 


members  may  be  indicated  in  the  tribal  review  of  draft  ethno¬ 
graphic  field  reports. 


E .  Curation 

Data  Repositories  and  Photographs 

Acceptable  data  repositories  for  Native  American  cultural 
resource  information  is  an  important  area  for  negotiation 
between  AFRCE,  the  BLM,  and  affected  tribes.  As  noted  above, 
the  secular  or  sacred  nature  of  resources  and  data  confidenti¬ 
ality  are  important  issues. 

Artifacts 

Consultation  with  affected  tribes  is  urgently  needed  for 
the  development  of  mutually  agreeable  mitigation  measures. 

This  is  particularly  relevant  to  data  recovery  programs  which 
may  involve  the  disturbance  of  highly  sensitive  resources, 
such  as  human  skeletal  remains,  sacred  artifacts,  and  organic 
and  inorganic  materials  ifhich  have  traditional  religious  sig¬ 
nificance.  Curation  of  artifacts  at  tribal  museums  is  a 
potential  mitigation  measure,  although  substantial  funding 
would  be  required  for  the  development  of  reservation  facilities 
which  meet  BLM  requirements  for  artifact  transfer  to  local 
Native  American  groups. 


ATTACHMENT  I  STANDARD  SEQUENCING  FOR  REGIONAL  ETHNOGRAPHIC 

SURVEYS 

1.9  Prepare  SOW  for  Regional  Program  -  to  be  prepared  by  USAF , 

its  prime  contractor,  or  its  agent,  as  appropriate. 

1.1  Define  compliance  basis  for  the  study  and  relation  to 
environmental  impact  process,  land  withdrawal,  or  other 
actions. 

1.2  Define  special  legal  considerations  arising  from  trust 
status  which  mayi  influence  the  sco'pe  of  study. 

1.3  Determine  what  level  of  integration  v/ith 
archaeological/historical  Class  II  inventories  is 
required. 

1.4  Identify  region,  colonies,  reservation,  and  traditional 
communities  in  off-reservation  area  relevant  to  the 
proposed  actions  and  studies. 

1.5  Prepare  draft  SOW. 

1.6.  Provide  draft  SOW  to  USAF  for  review. 

1.7  Provide  SOW  to  cultural  resource  management  agencies, 
PMOA  Review  Committee,  the  BIA,  and  pertinent  tribal 
governments  for  review. 

1.8  Assess  and  incorporate  reviewer  comments  and  resubmit 
SOW  for  review  if  appropriate. 

1.9  Release  SOW  for  bid. 

2.0  Contractor  Implements  Ethnographic  Study 


Contractor  actions  include; 

2.1  Review  of  existing  data. 

2.2  Consultation  with  appropriate  cultural  resource 
management  agencirs  and  tribal  governments  and 
integration  of  information  on  previous  and  current 
related  investigations. 

2.3  Consultation  with  prior  researchers  and  contractors  as 
appropriate. 

2.4  Development  of  a  study  plan  compatible  with  the  Native 
American  studies  regional  program  plan  and  procedures 
for  significance  assessment  and  consultation. 

2.5  Submission  of  study  plan  for  review  by  cultural 
resource  management  agencies,  USAF,  tribal  governments, 
traditional  leaders  and  review  committee. 

2.6  Incorpora tion  of  comments  as  appropriate 

2.7  Consultation  with  local  BLM  and  BIA  offices  prior  to 
Initiation  of  field  study. 

2.8  Implementation  of  field  study  in  accord' with  standards 
and  procedures  developed  in  the  PMOA  management  plan. 

3.0  Air  Force  Quality  Control  Field  Monitoring — To  maintain  the 

quality  of  studies,  the  USAF  or  its  designated  agent  or 

contractor  should: 
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3.1  Participate  in  pre-fieldwork  orientation  sessions. 

3.2  Conduct  limited  on-site  visits  during  field  study. 

3.3  Revise  procurements  as  required  if  significant  problems 
arise  in  completing  studies  as  defined  in  the  SOW. 

Ethnographic  Subcontractor  Report  preparation 

procedures--Repor ts  should  be  prepared  by  the  institution, 
ubcontrac tor ,  or  USAF  agent  who  conducted  the  ethnographic 
ieldwork.  The  steps  to  be  followed  in  the  preparation  of 

reports  include: 

4.1  Consultation  with  cultural  resource  .management  agencies 
and  tribal  governments  regarding  field  results  - 
initial  discussion  of  the  significance  of  resources 
encountered  and  review  or  draft  report  outline. 

4.2  Analysis  of  the  data  to  assess  the  significance  of  all 
cultural  and  heritage  resources  identified  and  to 
assess  concerns  relating  to  the  Native  American 
Religous  Freedom  Act.  Analysis  should  emphasize  areas 
and  topics  requiring  further  study.  Draft  Report 
presents  results  and  recommends  modifications  necessary 
to  implement  Class  III  (site  specific)  inventory  and 
mitigation  planning. 

4.3  Draft  report  is  reviewed  by  cultural  resource 
management  agencies  and  tribal  governments  and 
traditional  leaders  as  appropriate. 

4.4  Comments  are  incorporated  during  preparation  of  final 
report. 

4.5  After  final  review,  report  is  published  in  appropriate 
ethnographic  cultural  resource  series. 


STANDARD  SEQUENCING  FOR  SITE  SPECIFIC  INVENTORIES 


1.0  Prepare  SOW  for  Regional  Program  -  to  be  prepared  by  USAF , 
prime  contractor,  or  its  agent,  as  appropriate. 

1-1.  Define  compliance  basis  for  the  study  and  relation  to 

environmental  impact  process,  land  withdrawal ,.  or  other 
actions . 

1.2  Define  special  legal  considerations  arising  from  trust 
status  which  may  influence  the  scope  of  study. 

1.3  Determine  what  level  of  integration  with 
archaeological/historical  Class  III  inventories  is 
required. 

1.4  Based  on  the  Class  II  study  and  other  information, 
identify  region,  colonies,  reservation,  and  traditional 
communities  living  off  reservation  relevant  to  the 
proposed  actions  and  studies. 

1.5  Prepare  draft  SOW. 

1.6.  Provide  draft  SOW  to  USAF  for  review. 

1.7  Provide  SOW  to  cultural  resource  management  agencies, 
PMOA  Review  Committee,  the  BIA,  and  pertinent  tribal 
governments  for  review. 

1.8  Assess  and  incorporate  reviewer  comments  and  resubmit 
SOW  for  review  if  appropriate. 

1.9  Release  SOW  for  bid.. 

2.0  Contractor  Implements  Ethnographic  Study — Contractor  actions 

include . 


2.1  Review  of  existing  data  from  Class  II  inventory. 

2.2  Consultation  with  appropriate  cultural  resource 
management  agencies  and  tribal  governments  and 
traditional  leaders  integrating  information  on  previous 
and  current  related  investigations. 

2.3  Consultation  with  prior  researchers  and  contractors  as 
appropriate. 

2.4  Development  of  a  study  plan  compatible  with  the  Native 
American  studies  regional  program  plan  and  procedures 
for  significance  assessment  and  consultation. 

2.5  Submission  of  study  plan  for  review  by  cultural 
resource  management  agencies,  USAF,  tribal  governments, 
traditional  leaders  and  review  committee. 

2.6  Incorporation  of  comments  as  appropriate. 

2.7  Consultation  with  local,  BLM  and  BIA  offices  prior  to 
initiation  of  field  study. 

2.8  Implementation  of  field  study  in  accord- with  standards 
and  procedures  developed  in  the  PMOA  management  plan. 
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Air  Force  Quality  Control  Field  Moni tor ing--To  maintain  the 
quality  of  studies,  the  'JSAF  or  its  designated  agent  or 
contractor  should: 

3.1  Participate  in  pre-f ieldv/ork  orientation  sessioas. 

3-2  Conduct  limited  on-site  visits  during  field  study. 

3.3  Revise  procurements  as  required  if  significant  problems 

arise  in  completing  studies  as  defined  in  the  SOW. 

4 . 0  Ethnographic  Subcontractor  Report  Preparation 

Procedures — Reports  should  be  prepared  by  the  institution, 
subcontractor ,  or  USAF  agent  who  conducted  the  ethnographic 
fieldwork.  The  steps  to  be  followed  in  the  preparation  of 
reports  include: 

4.1  Consultation  with  cultural  resource  management  agencies 
and  tribal  governments  and  traditional  leaders 
regarding  field  results  -  initial  discussion  of  the 
significance  of  resources  encountered,  impacts 
anticipated,  and  potential  mitigation  measures. 

4.2  USAF  determines  what  avoidance  measures  can  feasibly  be 
implemented . 

4.3  Analysis  of  the  data  to  assess  the  significance  of  all 
cultural  and  heritage  resources  identified  and  to 
assess  concerns  relating  to  the  Native  American 
Religous  Freedom  Act.  Analysis  should  emphasize 
comprehensive  significance  assessment,  detailed  impact 
assessment,  and  development  of  mitigation  alternatives. 
Draft  Report  incorporates  results  of  USAF  decisions 
regarding  avoidance  measures.  The  draft  report  should 
contain  mitigation  planning  information  concerning  all 
areas  to  be  impacted. 

4.4  Draft  report  is  reviewed  by  cultural  resource 
management  agencies,  review  committee,  and  tribal 
governments  and  traditional  leaders  as  appropriate. 

4.5  Comments  are  incorporated  during  preparation  of  final 
report.  The  contractor's  final  report  should  assess 
significance,  impacts,  avoidance  measures,  other 
mitigation  measures,  and  should  outline  a  program  for 
integration  of  Native  American  concerns  with 
archaeological  data  recovery  programs.  All  National 
Register  eligible  properties  subject  to  impacts  should 
be  documented  in  accordance  with  36  CFR  63. 


5. 0  Compliance  Coordination  Eor  National  Register  Eligible 
Properties — Native  American  cultural  or  heritage  sites 
eligible  for  inclusion  in  the  National  Register  probably 
will  have  significance  beyond  their  information  potential 
and  archaeological  research  values.  For  this  reason. 
Advisory  Council  consultation  will  be  required.  The  most 
expedient  approach  to  this  consultation  would  involve  the 
following  steps: 

5.1  USAF  consults  with  appropriate  cultural  resource 
management  agencies  and  makes  a  determination  of 
effect.  Documentation  of  the  effect  determination 
should  be  prepared  in  accord  with  35  CFR  803.4(d). 

This  documentation  should  contain  all  the  information 
relevant  to  each  major  construction  increment  to  be 
accomplished  during  the  forthcoming  fiscal  year. 

5.2  A  single  Preliminary  Case  Report  requesting  the 
comments  of  the  Council  (see  36  CFR  800.13(b))  should 
be  prepared.  This  case  report  should  be  as 
comprehensive  as  possible. 

5.3  USAF  notifies  SHPO  of  the  request  for  comments  from  the 
Council . 

5.4  Until  the  consultation  process  is  concluded,  actions 
which  may  result  in  impacts  to  the  eligible  property 
should  be  deferred. 


2-G.  KISTORY/ARCHITECTURE/COMMUN ITY  STUDIES  COMPLIANCE  PROGRAM 

2.1.  Types  of  study  programs 

2.1.1.  Research  Design.  There  are  three  basic  steps  to  any 

research  design  or,  more  generally,  planning  program. 

These  are: 

2.1. 1.1.  identification  of  projects  goals  or  a  problem 
to  be  solved.  For  the  history/comnunity  studies 
compliance  program,  the  principal  goals  are:  1) 
the  identification  of  historical,  architectural, 
and/or  socio-cul tural  resources  that  may  be 
affected  by  MX  deployment;  2)  determining  the 
significance  of  these  resources  and,  more 
specifically,  their  evaluation  for  inclusion  on 
the  National  Register;  and  3)  the 
protection/mitigaticn  of  these  resources. 

2.1. 1.2.  determination  of  the  steps  or  measures  to  be 
taken  to  achieve  these  project  goals.  For 
history/community  studies,  these  steps  include: 

1)  review  of  existing  literature  and  other 
background  studies;  2)  consultation  with  regional 
experts  and  authorities;  3)  the  development  of 
significance  criteria  that  are  suitable  to  the 
project  area  and  its  cultural  resources  IN 
consultation  with  the  local  community;  4) 
documentation  of  architectural  values  and  other 
field  studies;  5)  significance  assessment;  6) 
impact  assessment;  7)  the  development  of  practical 
and  effective  mitigation  measures,  in  cooperation 
with  local  populations;  8)  plans  for  monitoring 
the  implementation  of  these  measures. 

2. 1.1. 3.  planned  re-evaluation  of  the  program  at  key 
stages  in  its  implementation.  A  number  of  factors 
may  develop  which  call  for  changes  in  the  research 
design/management  plan.  As  the  body  of  cultural 
resources  data  develops,  for  example,  new  data 
needs  may  also  appear;  or  changes  in  the  MX 
deployment  picture  may  demand  the  inclusion  of 
other  areas  in  the  planning  process.  This  third 
step  in  the  planning  process  is  when  the  project 
goals  and  the  steps  necessary  to  achieve  those 
goals  are  further  refined.  It  is  important  to 
point  out  that  this  evaluation  process  should 
employ  an  explicit  data  analysis  program. 

2.1.2.  Background  Studies 

As  soon  as  a  basic  set  of  project  goals  have  been 

identified,  background  studies  are  normally  the  first 
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type  of  data  gather ing/synthesi zing  program  to  be 
initiated.  For  history/community  studies,  this  type  of 
research  would  involve  the  use  of  written  materials, 
including  both  primary  (diaries,  letters,  journals, 
autobiographies,  deeds,  permits  and  other  regional 
records)  and  secondary  (histories  and  existing 
background  studies)  sources,  other  documentary  sources 
such  as  photographs  and  naps,  and  consultations  with 
regional  experts  in  history,  architecture,  and  social 
anthropology. 


The  main  objectives  of  these  studies  are  to  identify 
gaps  in  the  existing  data  base,  to  assist  in  the 
formulation  of  significance  criteria,  and  to  provide 
contextual  information  on  which  significance 
evaluations  can  be  based.  It  would  be  appropriate  to 
organize  these  on  a  regional  basis,  rather  than  a 
chronological  or  topical  basis,  for  example. 


These  background  materials  differ  in  terms  of 
cost/benefit  ratios.  Thus  it  would  not  be  unusual  for 
some  preliminary  background  investigations  to  be  based 
on  secondary  source  material  and  expert  consultations, 
followed  by  more  detailed  research  with  primary 
materials.  It  is  likely  that  some  prel iminary  field 
programs  would  be  initiated  before  studies  of  all 
relevant  background  materials  are  completed. 


It  is  important  that  these  background  studies  be 
closely  aligned  with  the  research  design/planning 
process.  This  demands  that  the  background  studies  be 
designed  so  that  they  will  contribute  toward 
achievement  of  the  project  goals.  Additionally,  the 
results  of  these  studies  must  be  used  to  revise  and 
refine  the  research  design  when  this  is  called  for. 


The  field  study  programs 
existing  data  reviews  to 
since  these  programs  are 
character,  future  stages 
results  of  earlier  stage 
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2.1.3.  Field  Studies 


Field  studies  involve  on-the-spot  documentation  of 
historical,  architectural  or  socio-cultural  resources. 
The  methods  appropriate  to  these  field  studies  are:  i) 
on-site  written  and  photographic  recordation  of 
buildings  and  other  architectural  properties;  ii) 
neighborhood  surveys;  oral  history  and  other 
interviewing;  iii)  archaeological  survey  and  testing. 

As  with  the  background  studies,  these  different  types 
of  field  investigations  also  differ  in  terms  of  the 


ease  with  which  they  may  be  performed  and  their 
relative  contributions  to  the  project  goals.  These 
factors  should  play  an  important  role  in  scheduling  and 
other  prioritizing. 

It  should  be  pointed  out  that  many  significant  cultural 
resources  in  the  history  and  community  studies  areas 
may  not  be  easily  observed  through  a  cursory  public 
reconnaissance.  These  include  aspects  of  material 
culture  found  among  the  personal  possessions  of  area 
residents,  folklore,  aspects  of  social  organization  and 
kinship,  subsistence  methods  and  other  practices  and 
techniques,  and  so  on. 

The  field  studies  should  be  conducted 
researchers,  using  an  established  set 
and  other  procedures  and  criteria,  to 
comparability  across  studies. 

2.1.4.  Significance  Assessment.  There  are  three  basic  steps 
for  a  significance  assessment  in  history/community 
studies.  These  are: 

2. 1.4.1.  determination  of  appropriate  units  for 
significance  evaluation.  Such  units  nay  be 
buildings,  sites,  structural  features,  records, 
objects  or  other  artifacts,  districts  or  other 
spatial  units. 

2. 1.4. 2.  identification  of  significance  criteria 
suitable  to  the  study  area.  This  will  involve  use 
of  National  Register  eligibility  criteria, 
consultation  with  regional  experts  and 
authorities,  evaluations  of  data  from  the 
background  and  field  studies,  and  interviewing  or 
using  other  means  for  assessing  values  attached  by 
local  populations  (i.e.  "cultural  significance"). 

2. 1.4. 3.  application  of  the  significance  criteria  to 
the  assessment  units.  This  requires  a  unit  by 
unit  evaluation  with  respect  to  the  various 
significance  criteria.  Eligible  National  Register 
properties  should  be  clearly  differentiated. 

2. 1.4. 4.  development  of  sensitivity  maps  or  other 
graphic  depictions  of  significance  which  may  be 
used  directly  in  the  impacts  assessment. 

2.1.5.  Impact  Assessment.  Impacts  assessment  is  basically  a 
process  of  comparing  project  impact  areas  with  resource 
locations.  It  requires  a  sensitivity,  however,  to  the 
kinds  of  effects  that  a  particular  construction  or 
activity  will  have  on  a  particular  kind  of  cultural 
resource.  This,  in  turn,  demands  an  understanding  of 
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the  forces  or  factors  operating  to  maintain  the 
resource  in  its  present  condition  and  what  alterations 
in  those  forces  or  factors  are  likely  to  mean  for  the 
resource.  Obviously,  when  one  is  dealing  with 
currently-used  buildings,  sites  or  objects,  these 
forces  are  quite  different,  more  complex,  and  often 
more  fragile  than  in  the  case  of  abandoned  cultural  or 
historic  remains.  It  should  also  be  noted  that,  under 
the  proper  conditions,  some  impacts  might  actually  be 
beneficial  to  the  preservation  of  particular  resources 
(For  example,  population  growth  might  permit  the 
rehabilitation  and  adaptive  reuse  of  more  historic 
buildings,  as  museums,  homes,  offices  and  so  on}.  In 
considering  types  of  impacts,  it  is  particularly 
important  to  differentiate  between  resources  located  in 
inhabited  versus  uninhabited  areas. 

In  the  case  of  direct  project  impacts,  assessment  of 
impacts  consists  of  overlaying  project  and  resource 
locations  and  counting  or  otherwise  measuring  the 
volume  of  direct  impacts  that  will  result,  again  with  a 
sensitivity  to  the  kinds  of  impacts  that  given 
activities  will  have  for  specific  resource  types. 

With  indirect  impacts,  the  situation  is  much 
complicated  by  the  fact  that  there  is  no  concrete 
measure  of  such  indirect  project  effects.  Rather, 
models  of  indirect  impacts  must  also  be  developed. 

Such  models  are  normally  based  on  permanent  and 
temporary  population  figures  (including  recreational 
and  other  travel  visitors) ,  access  routes,  and 
d istance-decay  assumptions  regarding  impacts.  Once 
again  it  is  important  to  determine  the  type  or  degree 
of  impact  that  a  particular  activity  will  have  on  given 
types  of  cultural  or  historic  resources. 

2.1.6.  Mitigation  Measures 

A  variety  of  mitigation  measures  are  appropriate  to  the 
various  kinds  of  cultural  resources  that  belong  to  the 
history/community  studies  area.  These  include 
curation,  exhibition,  avoidance,  community  planning, 
study,  restoration,  rehabilitation,  adaptive  reuse, 
interpretation  and  educational  programs,  data  recovery, 
design  guidelines  for  new  construction,  and  so  on.  In 
the  case  of  objects  or  buildings  whose  significance 
rests  with  their  continued  use,  mitigation  might 
involve  measures  such  as  socio-economic  aid  to  offset 
other  project  effects  which  may  threaten  such  continued 
uses. 

The  mitigation  program  should  also  include  the 
establishment  of  criteria  for  applying  these  various 
mitigation  alternatives.  It  would  be  appropriate  to 


conduct  as  much  prior-planning  in  this  area  as 
possible,  in  consultation  with  the  community  and 
local/regional  planning  agencies,  to  ensure  that  the 
mitigation  program  is  cost  effective  and  that  the 
measures  used  in  any  area  complement  rather  than 
detract  from  one  another. 

An  integral  part  of  the  mitigation  plan  should  be  the 
establishment  of  monitoring  procedures  to  be  used  to 
ensure  compliance  with  the  mitigation  program/  and 
•  contingency  measures  in  the  event  of  non-compliance. 

2.2.  Recommended  Study  Program/FY82 

2.2.1.  Research  Design  Development.  Research  design 
development  is  the  first  and  most  crucial  step 
recommended  for  a  FY  82  study  program.  Separate 
designs  for  each  of  the  potentially  affected  study 
areas  should  be  completed.  These  designs  should 
include  the  following  elements: 

2. 2. 1.1.  the  preparation  of  a  general  research  problem 
or  focus,  within  which  more  specific  research 
designs  may  be  oriented  and  developed.  This  design 
identifies  the  problem  domains  that  are  to 
addressed  in  subsequent  research  phases,  for 
example,  historic  settlement,  the  development  of 
economic  networks. 

2. 2. 1.2.  a  clear  statement  of  overall  project 
objectives,  including  those  that  cannot  be  met  in 
this  phase  of  study. 

2. 2. 1.3.  identification  of  those  particular  objectives 
which  will  be  met  during  this  phase.  Given  the 
status  of  the  history/community  studies  compliance 
program,  it  is  expected  that  the  FY  82  research 
design  will  place  a  major  emphasis  on: 

1.  background  studies,  particularly  the 

coordination  of  existing  Class  1  inventories, 

.  National  Register  district  nominations,  and 
other  technical  secondary  sources,  with  the 
goals  of  identifying  data  gaps  and  of 
establishing  a  standardized  format  for  data 
collection,  synthesis,  evaluation  and 
.  storage. 

2.  proposed  03  and  IOC  areas 

3.  field  reconnaissance  for  architectural  values 

4.  development  of  a  data  management  system 

2.2. 1.4.  a  rationale  as  to  why  these  specific 
objectives  were  selected  for  inclusion  during  this 
phase,  while  others  were  not.  An  important  part  of 
this  rationale  should  be  an  explanation  of  how 
this  phase  of  work  will  link  with  and  contribute 


to  the  implementation  of  subsequent  phases. 

2. 2. 1.5.  a  statement  of  procedures  to  be  used  to 
achieve  these  objectives,  incljding  background 
research,  field  studies,  consultations  w/reyional 
experts,  and  so  on,  as  appropriate. 

2.2. 1.6.  a  discussion  of  anticipated  results  and  how 
these  will  serve  the  stated  objectives 

2. 2. 1.7.  a  program  timetable 

2.2.2.  Background  Studies 

More  specific  identification  of  background  studies  for 
FY  82  will  need  to  wait  until  a  research  design  has 
been  finalized.  The  following  outline  is  suggested  for 
review. 

2. 2. 2.1  Regio  il  level  studies  will  include  1)  a 
cul tural/hisv.  rical  overview  of  the  potentially 
affected  region,  2)  an  architectural  overview  that 
discusses  architectural  style,  function,  quality,  and 
integrity  that  characterizes  the  utilitarian, 
vernacular,  and  grand  architecture  of  the  region  under 
study,  and  3)  completion  of  the  Class  1  inventory  of 
potential  historic  properties  begun  for  Nevada/Utah. 

2. 2. 2. 2  Community  level  studies  will  include  1) 
research  into  the  developmental  history  of  the 
community,  major  historical  events,  major  historical 
figures,  the  ethnic/cultural/religious  heritage  of  the 
community  and  the  history  of  land-use  and  architecture 
as  it  pertains  to  this  heritage,  current  land-use  and 
architectural  trends,  and  cultural  continuity;  2) 
research  into  the  current  social,  financial,  and  legal 
infrastructure  of  the  community  as  it  might  affect 
historic  preservation;  and  3)  community  perceptions  of 
its  historic  heritage  to  evaluate  the  cultural 
significance  of  properties. 


2.2.3.  Field  Studies 

These  will  undoubtedly  need  to  focus  on  the  IOC  and  OB 
areas.  Until  the  FY  82  research  design  is  completed, 
further  discussion  of  these  field  study  programs  must 
also  be  delayed.  An  outline  of  how  these  studies  could 
proceed  is  presented  for  review. 

2. 2. 3.1  Inventory  and  documentation  of  historic 
resources.  Three  phases  of  study  are  proposed. 
Phase  1  would  include  a  quick  recdnnaissance 
survey  of  the  historical  and  architectural 
character  of  the  community  to  define  generally 
building  style  and  function,  and  potential 
districts  and  individual  buildings  that  merit 
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further  investigation.  Phase  2  would  include  the 
selection  and  docuraenta tion  of  those  districts  and 
buildings  considered  architecturally  and 
historically  significant.  Phase  3  would  include  an 
archaeological  survey  of  those  areas  in  the 
community  that  are  expected  to  be  developed  to 
accomodate  population  growth. 

2.2.4.  Preservation  Planning 

This  involves  the  development  of  a  preservation  plan 
for  the  affected  community  which  incorporates  the 
results  of  the  background  studies  and  the  field 
inventories.  The  plan  would  be  developed  with  the  full 
participation  of  the  community  and  municipal 
authorities.  The  plan  would  consider  National  Register 
nominations,  maps  of  significant  historic  properties 
and  districts,  a  program  for  the  rehabilitation  of 
historic  properties,  design  guidelines  for  new 
construction  to  enhance  the  visual  continuity  and 
historic  character  of  the  community,  zoning 
recommendations  to  mitigate  the  effects  of  growth, 
archaeological  investigations  required  prior  to  new 
construe tion,  and  possible  reconstruction  of  historic 
districts.  Community  partiepation  and  education 
programs  would  continue  through  the  development  of  the 
plan.  A  final  report  would  compile  all  the  information 
gathered  as  a  result  of  these  studies. 


2.2.5.  Schedule 

The  schedule  of  activities  must  also  be  a  part  of  the 
research  design.  Needless  to  say,  time  is  a  crucial 
factor  in  the  compliance  program,  due  to  the  bearing 
that  MX  has  on  national  security,  as  well  as  to  other 
considerations. 

2.3.  Program  Implementation  Procedures 

2.3.1.  Consultation  Requirements.  There  are  a  number  of 
agencies  and  individuals  that  should  be  consulted 
throughout  the  implementation  of  the  compliance 
program,  from  research  design  formulation  through  data 
collection,  evaluation,  assessment,  design  revision, 
and  so  on.  These  include: 

1.  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation 

2.  State  Historic  Preservation  Officers 

3.  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

4.  Previous  researchers  and  other  regional  experts 

5.  Professional  societies  (regional  AIA,  historical 

societies,  curators  and  archivists) 


2.3.2.  Guidelines  and  Operating  Procedures.  The  following 

procedures  and  guidelines  are  recommended : 

2. 3. 2.1.  Coordination  w/research  design.  Every  effort 
should  be  made  to  ensure  that  any  and  all  field 
programs  are  developed  in  accordance  with  the 
current  research  design,  and  that  the  results  of 
these  programs  are  used  to  the  full  extent  to  make 
revisions  to  that  design. 

2. 3. 2. 2.  Qualifications  of  field  crews.  Field  crews 
should  have  combined  experience  and  abilities  in 
the  following  areas:  '  historical  archaeology, 
project  area  history,  architectural  history, 
cultural  anthropology,  architecture,  photography, 
writing  ability,  field  experience  in  the  project 
area,  experience  with  the  full  range  of  data 
collection  methods  identified  above. 

2.3. 2. 3.  Field  Forms.  Several  important  decisions  will 
need  to  be  made  regarding  field  forms,  including 
whether  to  use  existing  state  forms,  to 
incorporate  these  as  parts  of  more  detailed  forms, 
or  to  develop  alternative  ones. 

2. 3. 2. 4.  Field  Procedures  and  photographic 
Documentation.  Standardized  field  procedures  must 
be  developed,  including  procedures  for 
photographic  recordation.  This  should  be 
performed  as  part  of  the  research  design 
development. 

2. 3. 2. 5.  Data  Management.  A  detailed  data  management 
plan  should  be  devised  before  any  additional  field 
data  is  collected.  This  plan  must  identify:  the 
location(s)  for  the  database  to  reside,  the 
organization  of  the  database,  and  so  on.  These 
determinations  are  dependent,  for  the  most  part, 
on  identifying  present  and  future  uses  and  users 
of  the  database  and  taking  into  consideration 
existing  data  management  systems. 

2. 3. 2.6.  Data  Dissemination.  Programs  for 
disseminating  information  to  the  following  must  be 
developed: 

1.  Planning  Information  for  DOD  Contractors. 

Guidelines  must  be  developed  so  that  DOD 
contractors  will  understand  how  particular 
resources  must  be  treated.  Locational 
information,  identifying  the  type  of  resource 
involved,  must  also  be  provided. 

2.  Public  Information  Dissemination.  Separate 

educational  programs  should  be  developed  for 
area  residents,  visitors  to  the  area,  and  the 
general  public.  These  should  be  designed 
with  the  objective  of  decreasing  vandalism 
and  collecting,  while  simultaneously  serving 


more  general  educational  objectives. 

3.  Scientific  Information  Dissemination.  This 

should  include  the  planning  of  symposia  and 
publications.  Other  data  sharing  programs 
should  also  be  encouraged. 

2.3.3  Standard  Sequencing  for  Historical  and  Architectural 
Studies 

(to  be  developed) 
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Native  American  Federal  Legislation 

1.  Indian  Reorganiza tion  Act  (June  18,  1934)  as  amended  fP.L. 
73-383) 

(c.  576,  48  stat  984,  codified  in  25  USC  461  et  seq.) 

2.  Indian  Civil  Rights  Act  (1963) 

(P.L.  90-284,  25  USC  1301-1303) 

3.  Indian  Self-Determination  and  Education  Assistance  Act  (1975) 

(P.L.  93-633,  25  USC  450a-45Sn  and  451-459e.) 

4.  American  Indian  Religious  Freedom  Act  (March  21,  1978) 

(P.L.  95-341,  42  USC  1996) 

5.  Paiute  Indian  Tribe  of  Utah  Restoration  Act  (1930) 

(P.L.  96-227,  25  USC  761  et  seq.) 


Historic  Preservation:  Federal  Legislation 

1.  The  Antiquities  Act  (1906)  as  amended 

(P.L.  59-209,  16  USC  431-433) 

2.  The  Historic  Sites  Act  (1935) 

(P.L.  74-292,  16  USC  461-467) 

3. -  The  Reservoir  Salvage  Act  (1950)  as  amended 

(P.L.  86-523,  16  USC  469-469c) 

4.  The  Historic  Preservation  Act  (1955)  as  amended 

(P.L.  89-565,  16  USC  4 70- 4 70m) 

5.  The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (1959) 

(P.L.  91-190,  42.  USC  4321-4347) 

6.  Protection  and  Enhancement  of  the  Cultural  Environment  (1971) 

(E.O.  11593) 

7.  The  Archaeological  and  Historical  Preservation  Act  (1974) 

(P.L.  93-291,  16  USC  469a-469c) 

8.  The  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Act  (1976)  as  amended 

(P.L.  94-422,  16  USC  460  et  seq.) 

9.  The  Archaeological  Resources  Protection  Act  (1979) 

(P.L.  96-95,  16  USC  470aa-470ll) 

10.  The  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  Amendments  (1980) 

(P.L.  96-515,  16  USC  470) 
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Other  Pertinent  Federal  Legislation 

1.  The  Engle  Act  (1953) 

(43  USC  155  et  seq.) 

2.  The  Federal  Land  Policy  Management  Act  (1976) 

(P.L.  94-579,  43  USC  1701  et  seq.) 

3.  The  Tax  Reform  Act  (1976)  as  amended 

(P.L.  94-455,  sec. 2124) 

4.  The  Tax  Revenue  Act  (1978) 

(P.L.  95-600,  sections  315  and  701) 


Historic  Preservation:  Federal  Regulations  and  Guidelines 

1.  40CFR1530  Regulations  on  Implementing  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  Procedures 

2.  43CFR1500  Siting/Land  Withdrawal  Requirements 

3.  36CFR8O0  Procedures  for  the  Protection  of  Historic  and 

Cultural  Properties 

4.  36CFR12C1 (61)  Criteria  for  Comprehensive  Statewide  Surveys 
and  Plans 


5.  36CFR1202 (60)  National  Register  of  Historic  Places 

6.  36CFR1204 (63)  Determinations  of  Eligibility  for  Inclusion  in 
the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places 

7.  36CFR1205  National  Historic  Landmarks 

8.  36CFR1203  Historic  Preservation  Certifications  pursuant  to 
the  Tax  Reform  Act  of  1976  and  the  Revenue  Act  of  1978 


9.  36CFR1210 (66)  Recovery  of  Scientific,  Prehistoric,  Historic, 

and  Archaeological  Data;  Methods,  Standards,  and  Reporting 
Requirements:  Proposed  Guidelines 


10.  36CFR1213  Procedures  for  the  Identification  and  Protection 

of  Archaeological,  Historic,  and  Scientific  Properties;  Proposed 
Rule 


11.  36CFR1214  Object  of  Antiquity  Definition 

12.  36CFR1215  Archaeological  Resources  Protection  Act  of  1979; 
Notice  of  Permitting  Procedures  Pending  Promulgation  of  New 
Regulations 
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13.  Administrative  Memorandum  No.  5:  IAS ■ Procedures  for 
Emergency  Discovery  Situations  (9/12/79) 

14.  HQ  USAF  Directive  on  Historic  Preservation  (1981) 

15.  Advisory  Council:  Guidelines  for  "Making  Adverse  Effect"  and 
"No  Adverse  Effect"  Determinations  for  Archaeological  Resources 
in  Accordance  with  36CFR800 

16.  Advisory  Council:  Treatment  of  Archaeological  Resources:  A 
Handbook  (1980) 

17.  BLM  Manual  8100  -  Cultural  Resource  Management 

18.  Nevada  BLM  Guidelines 

19.  Utah  BLM  Guidelines 

20.  Forest  Service  Guidelines 


Historic  Preservation:  State  Legislation 

Nevada : 

1.  Preservation  of  Prehistoric  and  Historic  Sites! (1953) 
'  "  (NRS  381.95  to  381.227) 

Utah: 

1.  Utah  State  Antiquities  Act  (1953),  as  amended  (1977) 
(Utah  Code  63-18-18,  19,  20,  22,  25,  26) 

New  Mexico: 

1.  Cultural  Properties  Act  (1978) 

(NMSA  18-6-1  through  18-5-17) 

Texas: 

1.  The  Antiquities  Code  of  Texas  (1977) 

(TNRC  191.001  through  191.174) 


Professional  Guidelines 


1.  Society  of  Applied  Anthropologists 

Code  of  Ethics 

2.  Standards  of  the  Society  of  professional  Archaeologists 

(SOPA) 
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Project  Specific  Guidelines/Coraraitnen ts 


1.  Programmatic  Memorandum  of  Agreement  (PMOA) 


ATTACHMENT  4 


Meeting  Minutes,  Agendas,  Attendance  Lists  and  Handouts  for 

MX  DEIS  Meetings 


UTAH  MX  COORDINATION  OFFICE 

448  EAST  400  SOUTH,  SUITE  103 
SALT  LAKE  CITY,  UTAH  84111 

Phone  (80!)  354-9647 

SCOTT  M.  MATHcSON 
GOVERNOR 

HEHORA  N  DUM 


KENNETH  C.  OLSON 

PROJECT  MANAGER 


TO:  Ken  Olson,  John  Roach  and  Bob  McMains 

r- 

FROM:  Ann  Keegan 

DATE:  June  19,  1981 

SUBJECT:  MX  DEIS  Preliminary  Feedback  Meeting 


On  March  2,  1981,  an  MX  DEIS  Preliminary  Feedback  Meeting  was  held  in  Rooms  251- 
261  of  the  Social  Services  Building.  State  and  University  Consortium  MX  DEIS 
Committee  Chairmen  presented  their  committees  *  findings.  The  agenda  and  attend¬ 
ance  list  are  attached.  The  discussion  is  summarized  below. 

Ken  Olson  began  with  the  introduction  of  those  present.  He  stated  that  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  the  meeting  was  to  find  out  the  review  status  of  each  chairman's  specific 
committee,  the  conflicts  or  problems  that  had  arisen,  need  for  coordination  and 
data  problems.  He  also  stated  that  the  Utah  MX  Coordination  Office  was  trying  to 
preserve  the  integrity  of  the  review  process  and  prepare  a  consolidated  state  res¬ 
ponse  to  the  MX  DEIS.  He  asked  for  the  cooperation  of  the  media  in  treatinq  the 
comments  as  preliminary  and  not  interpreting  them  as  final.  Ann  Keegan  then  asked 
that  the  discussions  be  limited  to  five  minutes  and  not  to  exceed  ten  minutes. 

Dennis  Dailey,  State  Environmental  Health  Committee: 

Hazardous  wastes  are  deficiently  treated  in  the  MX  DEIS.  There  are  no  hazardous 
waste  disposal  sites  in  the  state  of  Utah.  The  impacts  of  solid  waste  are  not 
adequately  addressed;  there  are  no  sanitary  landfills  in  the  deployment  area.  It 
is  necessary  that  the  Air  Force  address  the  subject  of  obtaining  permits  to  dev¬ 
elop  their  own  disposal  sites  or  upgrade  existing  dumps.  The  air  quality  PDS 
regulations  were  mentioned,  but  how  MX  will  affect  these  regulations  was  not.  TSP 
modeling  was  done  for  only  one  hour  instead  of  24  hours.  The  MX  DEIS  contains  a 
large  amount  of  data  but  fails  to  address  air  quality  questions.  They  were  unable 
to  locate  a  discussion  of  radiation  control  or  transportation  and  handling  of 
nuclear  devices.  Transportation  accidents,  accidents  at  sites  and  an  assessment 
of  the  reasonable  needs  of  state  agencies  were  all  lacking.  There  is  also  no  dis¬ 
cussion  of  the  MX  guidance  and  communication  systems  and  their  effect  on  electro¬ 
magnetic  issues.  The  MX  DEIS  does  not  handle  occupational  health  problems. 

Because  both  square  miles  and  square  acres  were  used,  the  general  sanitation  require 
ments  could  not  be  determined.  There  is  no  state-approved  system  for  recycling 
wastes.  The  MX  DEIS  does  not  adequately  address  underground  waste  water  disposal 
systems,  the  need  for  health  services  personnel  (such  as  sanitarians)  that  would  be 
required  in  local  health  departments,  or  adequately  consider  waste  water  manage¬ 
ment  and  its  impact  on  communities.  Adequate  waste  facilities  must  be  in  place 
before  the  boom.  There  is  water  available  in  the  area,  but  arsenic  and  fluoride 
contamination  could  be  a  problem. 
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Drs.  Gene  Woorich  and  Jay  Messer,  University  Consortium  Environmental  Heal th 
Commi  ttee : 

There  is  a  lack  of  site-specific  meteorological/cl irnatic  data  available  in  the 
MX  DEIS.  The  modeling  uses  data  that  are  supposed  to  be  typical,  but  they  are  not 
site-specific.  There  is  no  discussion  of  climatic  effects  or  changes  in  air 
quality  due  to  dust  loading  and  changes  in  precipitation.  The  data  are  based  on 
average,  not  worst-case,  studies.  The  amount  of  disturbed  acreage  is  questionable. 
There  is  no  attempt  to  model  long-range  transport  effects,  calculate  visibility 
impacts,  or  model  zeolite  effects. 

The  data  in  ETR  12:  Water  Resources  --  should  be  incorporated  into  the  MX  DEIS. 

A  tabular  description  and  presentation  of  the  data  should  replace  the  graphs  and 
narrative.  The  MX  DEIS  contains  encyclopedic  generic  statements  as  opposed  to 
probablistic  assessments  of  water  resources  and  impacts.  There  is  concern  about 
the  way  in  which  data  are  presented  in  ETR  12:  Water  Resources,  such  as  surface 
water  quality  being  used  to  calculate  water  quality.  The  probability  of  impacts 
occurring  on  a  site-by-site  basis  needs  to  be  calculated. 

Wilson  Martin  and  Jim  Dykeman,  State  Cultural  Resources  Committee: 

The  Programmatic  Memorandum  of  Agreement,  if  implemented,  will  overcome  most  of 
the  problems  in  the  MX  DEIS.  The  historical  data  should  be  referenced  to  sources. 
The  paleontological  impacts  are  not  accurately  addressed;  made  by  people  without 
any  paleontological  experience.  The  statements  are  much  too  general. 

Archaeological  data  are  technically  accurate  and  generally  reflect  what  is  known 
about  the  area.  The  problem  is  in  planning  and  follow-through  on  the  ground;  work 
should  be  site-specific.  Coordination  of  data  is  inadequate. 

Drs.  Carol  Loveland  and  Charles  Peterson,  University  Consortium  Cultural  Resources 
Committee: 

They  are  not  pleased  with  the  archaeological  information  presented  in  the  MX  DEIS. 
Site-specific  information  should  be  listed.  All  of  the  records  (the  BLM  and 
Forest  Service)  are  not  used.  Little  information  on  the  1980  archaeological  sam¬ 
pling  survey  (e.g.,  procedures,  results,  etc.)  are  covered.  Further,  literature 
is  referenced  but  not  contained  in  the  bibl iography. 

The  MX  DEIS  contains  almost  no  data  on  the  history  of  the  area;  only  conventional 
sources  are  used.  There  is  no  examination  of  historical  impacts.  History  as  a 
cultural  phenomenon  is  not  even  mentioned.  There  is  no  attempt  to  analyze  the 
historical  development  of  the  region  as  a  part  of  Utah  and  the  West.  Historical 
surveys  and  research  design  are  not  outlined  in  the  Programmatic  Memorandum  of 
Agreement. 

Dr.  Ross  Wooley,  University  Consortium  Health  and  Social  Services  Committee: 

The  MX  DE  IS  inadequately  addressed  health  and  social  service- issues  in  high  growth 
areas.  The  data  used  are  national  averages  instead  of  obtaining  information  from 

actual  boom  town  experiences.  The  baseline  data  and  boom  growth  rates  should  be 

documented.  The  disaggregated  data  on  health-care  personnel  are  inadequate.  The 

nature  of  health  problems  should  be  examined.  The  data  on  physicians  are  off  by  a 

magnitude,  based  on  what  exists  now  and  what  is  likely  to  exist  in  the  future.  The 
data  on  hospital  beds  are  also  wrong  (too  high).  A  specific  plan  needs  to  be 
developed  as  to  what  resources  will  be  required  and  what  facilities  will  have  to 
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be  built.  The  probability  of  attracting  health-care  personnel  into  the  area  under 
boom  conditions  is  unlikely. 

Andy  Gallegos,  State  Health  and  Social  Services  Committee : 

The  MX  DEIS  should  include  projections  of  the  local,  state  and  federal  funding 
needed  to  enable  mitigation  of  the  health  and  social  service  impacts. 

Chauncay  Powis,  State  Land  Use  Committee : 

The  data  in  the  ETRs  are  not  incorporated  into  the  MX  DEIS.  The  MX  DEIS  needs  to 
be  reorganized  and  edited  to  include  the  information  in  the  ETRs.  The  alternatives 
discussed  are  primarily  changes  in  the  operating  base  locations;  alternative  dep¬ 
loyment  area  configurations  should  be  considered  as  we 1 1 .  Most  of  the  identified 
land-use  changes  are  for  towns  or  irrigated  agriculture  (farming),  which  is  incom¬ 
plete/insufficient.  Mitigation  by  avoidance  and  mitigation  measures  to  be 
implemented  by  agencies  other  than  the  Air  Force  should  be  clearly  specificied. 
There  is  concern  that  money  may  not  be  available  in  an  austere  budget  climate. 

Units  of  measurement  should  be  consistent. 

Dr.  Thad  Box,  University  Consortium  Land  Use  Committee: 

The  overall  land-use  effects  and  interactions  are  not  adequately  analyzed  in  the 
MX  DEIS.  There  is  an  over-simplification  of  impacts  because  site-specific  inform¬ 
ation  is  lacking.  Proper  land  uses  may  not  have  been  selected  as  a  result. 

Further,  because  there  is  no  weighting  formula,  the  choice  of  the  Preferred  Alter¬ 
native  is  political.  The  regulation  of  land  use  impacts  at  the  local,  state  and 
national  level  is  not  covered.  Also,  the  MX  DEIS  is  lacking  in  the  development 
and  analysis  of  mitigation  measures.  Also,  nothing  about  project  decommissioning 
is  mentioned. 

Paul  Parker,  State  Large-Scale  Rapid  Growth  Committee: 

There  is  a  consistent  lack  of  referencing  and  source  citation  in  the  areas  of 
housing,  public  finance,  quality  of  life,  etc..  There  is  very  little  discussion 
of  the  effects  on  rental  housing  cost  and  availability.  Further,  there  is  little 
discussion  of  public  finance  and  mitigation  measures.  Numbers  should  have  been 
used  instead  of  percentages.  A  number  of  mistakes  occur  because  1980  Census  data 
are  not  used  (e.g.,  Delta  is  listed  as  the  largest  city  in  Millard  County).  The 
baseline  population  figures  are  questionable;  it  is  necessary  to  explain  how  they 
were  developed.  The  construction  workforce  is  very  critical  to  determining 
population  impacts,  and  the  MX  DEIS  uses  the  low  workforce  estimates. 

Drs .  Stan  Albrecht  and  Chris  Lewis,  University  Consortium  Large-Scale  Rapid  Growth 
Commi ttee : 


The  MX  DEIS  did  not  contain  much  information  on  human  quality  of  life.  The  recent 
literature  is  not  incorporated  or  even  referenced.  There  is  no  analysis  of  the 
changes  in  age  and  sex  cohorts.  Further,  there  is  little  attention  paid  to  the 
boom  town  effects  on  public  institutions.  References  and  source  citation  is  a 
serious  problem;  material  is  used  but  not  cited  as  such.  Inclusion  of  the  large 
metropolitan  areas  in  the  region  of  influence  is  also  problematic.  Five  and  one- 
half  pages  is  all  that  is  devoted  to  human  quality  of  life.  No  impacts  on  major 
institutions  are  listed,  and  only  a  little  is  listed  on  boom  town  impacts. 
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The  MX  DEIS  is  inadequate,  but  the  ETRs  are  adequate  to  make  an  informed  judgment 
about  the  project.  The  MX  DEIS  approach  is  questionable.  The  models  do  not  take 
into  account  the  differences  in  the  communities.  Rather,  the  same  models  are 
applied  to  unique  communities  and  geographic  areas.  Income  redistribution  is  not 
discussed.  Income  and  lifestyle  changes  are  not  taken  into  account.  The  public 
finance  section  is  quite  weak  --  too  many  things  are  assumed  constant  and  the  data 
are  outdated.  There  is  no  discussion  of  school  finance.  Public  service  costs 
have  economies  of  scale  but  constants  are  used.  There  is  no  specific  ETR  on  housing. 
Averages  are  used  in  the  analyses,  even  though  the  sensitivities  or  ranees  are  large. 

Ray  Sargent,  State  Manpower  and  Employment  Committee : 

The  MX  DEIS  use  of  the  earliest  and  lowest  construction  workforce  estimates  implies 

a  questionable  analysis  of  population  impacts.  The  labor  force  participation  rates 
are  assumed  to  be  constant  throughout  the  life  of  the  project,  as  is  the  unemploy¬ 
ment  rate.  Cyclical  fluctuations  are  not  examined.  The  assumptions  abcut  commut¬ 
ing  patterns  seem  unreasonable.  Worker  shortages  are  unevenly  assessed.  Also,  the 
mitigation  measures  are  uneven.  The  declining  unemployment  rate  could  actually 
increase.  Labor  surplus  is  not  quantified.  Data  repetition  is  profuse  and 
confusing. 

Dr.  Ken  Davies,  University  Consortium  Manpower  and  Employment  Committee: 

Manpower  needs  can  be  met,  but  significant  costs  will  be  incurred.  Utah  labor  can 
benefit  from  MX  by  a  reduction  in  unemployment  rates,  opportunities  for  the  disad¬ 
vantaged  to  enter  the  labor  force,  increases  in  the  wage  rate,  etc..  The  Air  Force 
should  provide  the  construction  management  or  manpower  plan.  The  MX  DEIS  has 

assumed  that  there  are  no  labo"  unions  in  Utah  (which  is  not  the  case)  and  is  a 

major  weakness.  Union  apprenticeships  have  a  long  lead  time;  training  programs 
must  be  instituted  now  if  Utah  labor  is  to  benefit  from  the  project. 

Haze  Locke,  State  Public  Safety  Committee: 

The  MX  DEIS  is  inadequate.  It  only  examined  the  number  of  police  officers  needed 
for  every  thousand  persons  in  the  area.  The  MX  DEIS  paid  no  attention  to  training, 
retention,  jails,  need  for  cooperative  law  enforcement,  ambulances,  paramedics, 
courts  and  support  personnel . 

L.  D.  Bingham,  University  Consortium  Public  Safety  Committee: 

Public  safety  will  be  a  significant  problem,  but  the  MX  DEIS  addressed  very  little 
in  terms  of  needs.  There  will  be  difficulties  in  attracting  and  retaining  lav/ 
enforcement  personnel.  The  state  programs  and  regulations  are  not  dealt  with,  nor 
is  highway  safety.  Criminal  justice  is  not  addressed  at  all.  Precautions  should 
be  taken  to  keep  crime  rates  down.  Fire  protection  is  not  addressed  either.  A 
stage-by-stage  analysis  needs  to  be  done.  The  cost  analysis  is  inadequate. 

Bruce  Parry,  State  Native  Americans  Committee: 

The  main  problem  with  the  Facilitator's,  Inc.  report  is  research  design.  It  was 
presumed  that  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  (BIA)  and  others  could  be  used  as 
secondary  data  sources.  The  report  was  supposed  to  contain  information  from  on-site 
studies,  but  it  was  not  gathered.  Further,  the  BIA  does  not  have  the  data.  Most  of 
the  information  in  the  report  is  13  years  old.  Secondary  data  are  not  available  or 
are  inadequate.  Indian  histories  are  included,  but  are  incomplete  and  inaccurate. 
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Impacts  and  mitigation  measures  are  not  specified. 

Betty  Garcia,  Local  Native  Americans  Committee : 

The  Paiute  Indian  Tribe  of  Utah  is  concerned  about  the  lack  of  involvement  and  the 
inaccurate  representation  of  their  concerns  in  the  MX  DEIS. 

Rudy  Drobnik,  State  Wildlife  Resources  Committee : 

The  MX  DEIS  and  applicable  ETRs  are  disjunct  and  not  properly  summarized.  The  dep¬ 
loyment  region  was  analyzed  as  a  whole  and  not  by  state.  The  maps  are  too  small  in 
scale  to  determine  impacts  and  the  adequacy  of  mitigation  measures.  The  narrative 
should  be  condensed  into  a  continuous  section.  The  alternatives  do  not  consider 
combinations  of  various  valleys  or  even  portions  of  valleys.  There  is  no  allowance 
for  direct  state  participation  on  the  Tier  II  siting  team.  There  is  no  leeway  for 
the  selection  of  the  least  environmentally  sensitive  areas.  Definitions  of  terms 
should  be  placed  in  the  beginning  of  the  MX  DEIS.  The  terminology  is  repetitious 
and  confusing.  The  definition  of  the  significance  of  wildlife  impacts  is  wrong. 

There  is  no  discussion  of  cumulative  impacts,  impacts  by  valleys,  or  the  construc¬ 
tion  sequence.  The  locations  of  the  aggregate  borrow  pits  are  not  indicated.  The 
private  land-status  maps  are  incorrect.  There  is  no  discussion  of  the  wildlife 
water  holes  in  the  area.  The  analysis  of  fishing  and  hunting  impacts  is  inadequate. 
The  restrictions  during  construction  and  for  aerial  reconnaissance  should  be  speci¬ 
fied.  There  is  an  inadequate  description  of  enforcement  activities  and  authorities. 
Laws  in  Utah  and  Nevada  vary,  causing  a  lot  of  confusion. 

Dr.  Neil  West,  University  Consortium  Ecosystem  Committee: 

The  synergistic  and  antagonistic  interactions  within  the  ecosystem  were  ignored  in 
the  MX  DEIS.  There  is  no  discussion  of  the  increase  in  fire  hazards  due  to  vegeta¬ 
tive  changes.  Revegetation  as  a  mitigation  measure  is  treated  equivocally.  The 
Site  Ranking  Method  is  a  questionable  model  since  there  is  no  validation  of  it;  in 
fact,  it  is  not  at  all  clear  that  it  was  even  used  to  select  deployment  area  valleys. 
The  estimates  of  carrying  capacity  are  suspect.  A  major  shortcoming  is  the  way 
that  wildlife  and  plant  life  are  analyzed  in  one  category. 

Ken  Creer,  State  Ari culture  Committee: 

The  MX  DEIS  does  not  cover  agriculture  as  an  industry.  Agriculture  will  be  driven 
out  of  business  in  the  desert.  Grazing  of  sheep  and  cattle  is  not  addressed.  The 
analysis  must  be  site-specific  and  involve  the  ranchers.  Mitigation  is  not  feas¬ 
ible  because  both  winter  and  summer  forage  areas  are  needed.  Aerial  reconnaissance 
restrictions  must  be  specified;  predator  control  and  surveillance  is  done  aerially. 
Dust  from  construction  must  also  be  evaluated. 

Dr.  Bruce  Godfrey,  University  Consortium  Agriculture  Committee: 

A  national  perspective  is  taken  instead  of  a  regional  one.  The  MX  DEIS  rejected  the 
Resource  Concept's  AUM  impact  report,  but  it  accepted  the  BLM  AUM  methodology 
because  the  former  assessment  of  impacts  is  "too  large."  It  is  critical  that  season 
and  type  of  use  be  evaluated  by  habitat.  Also,  it  is  necessary  to  obtain  ranch  data 
to  analyze  the  indirect  impacts  on  agriculture.  Further,  the  recent  literature  is 
ignored.  Labor  for  construction  will  probably  come  from  the  agricultural  industry, 
too. 
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Dee  Hansen,  State  Water  Resources  Committee: 

The  MX  DEIS  does  not  cover  impacts  adequately.  To  date,  there  has  been  no  attempt 
to  pump  production  wells.  Until  this  is  done,  site-specific  hydrologic  impacts 
cannot  be  determined.  The  analysis  contains  a  number  of  technical  errors  and 
misstatements.  If  applications  are  approved  and  interference  occurs,  Utah  law  pro¬ 
vides  for  compensation  of  those  affected.  It  appears  that  the  Air  Force  has  asked 
for  more  water  than  is  necessary;  the  state  engineer  will  approve  only  what  is  nece¬ 
ssary.  The  impacts  cn  closed  hyrologic  basins  need  to  be  assessed.  Until  site- 
specific  information  is  provided,  there  will  be  no  approval  of  the  water  applications 

Jay  Bagley,  University  Consortium  Water  Resources  Committee : 

The  MX  water  demands  will  necessitate  surface  diversions.  Until  the  locations  of 
the  diversion  points  or  wells  are  known,  as  well-pumping  rates  and  durations  and 
interrelationships  among  wells,  the  assessment  of  impacts  cannot  be  made.  The  MX 
DEIS  is  enclycopedic  instead  of  analytic.  There  is  a  partial  analysis  of  water 
filings  and  rights,  but  no  comment  on  them.  There  is  a  listing  but  no  analysis  of 
future  industrial  and  minerals  water  needs.  The  physical  hydrology  of  the  basins 
is  misunderstood.  The  focus  is  primarily  on  groundwater;  there  is  no  discussion 
of  purchasing  surface  water  rights  to  meet  MX  demands.  Erosion  will  be  a  problem, 
but  surface  drainage  alterations  are  ignored.  Revegetation  is  questionably  discussed 
it  should  be  more  thoroughly  examined.  The  computer  modeling  that  is  used  is  not 
state-of-the-art  and  serves  no  useful  purpose  in  the  MX  DEIS. 

Ken  Travous ,  State  Recreation  Committee : 

The  baseline  was  not  adequately  established.  The  current  literature  was  ignored. 
Dispersed  recreation  is  not  adequately  addressed.  There  is  no  mention  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior's  Off-Road  Vehicle  Plan  (1980)  or  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture's  Assessment  of  Forest  and  Rangelands.  An  interdisci  pi  inary  approach  is 
required  by  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969.  Local  recreation  needs 
are  not  analyzed.  The  scientific  judgment  used  is  questionable. 

Jerry  Jacob,  University  Consortium  Recreation  Committee : 

The  MX  DEIS  failed  to  gather  and  analyze  any  significant  quantitative  recreation 
data.  It  did  not  incorporate  existing  relevant  studies.  The  recreation  demand 
estimates  to  not  attempt  to  quantify  recreation  opportunities;  this  implies  that  the 
demand  for  dispersed  recreation  activities  has  been  missed.  Community  recreation 
facilities  are  not  addressed.  The  analysis  of  the  supply  of  recreation  facilities 
did  not  distinguish  between  the  quality  of  facilities,  nor  was  their  accessibility 
or  demand  by  age-sex  cohort.  Average  usage  is  assessed,  but  not  peak  loadings.  The 
MX  DEIS  shows  a  lack  of  understanding  ofthe  wilderness  concept.  Enforcement  and  its 
costs  are  not  examined.  There  is  no  discussion  of  recreation  conflicts  or  informa¬ 
tion  on  the  impacts  of  MX  on  the  Utah  tourist  industry. 

Don  McMillan,  State  Geology  and  Minerals  Committee : 

ETR  11:  Geology  and  Mining  --  is  a  general  review  that  has  glaring  technical  errors 
and  is  poorly  edited.  The  Fugro  Minerals  Report  is  an  extensive,  comprehensive 
analysis.  It  should  be  incorporated  into  the  MX  DEIS. 
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Dr.  M.  K.  McCarter,  University  Consortium  Geology  and  Minerals  Committee: 

(See  attached  written  comments) 

Dr.  Vaughn  Hall,  State  Education  Committee; 

►  ! 

The  MX  DEIS  does  not  contain  much  information  on  education.  The  baseline  statistics 

are  wrong.  Post-secondary  education  and  manpower  training  are  not  examined.  Although  j 

the  Utah  Uniform  School  Fund  is  mentioned,  the  variation  among  school  districts  is 

not.  Neither  are  the  differences  between  the  states.  j 

j 

Gene  Surznegger,  State  Transportation  Committee:  »  j 

Any  impacts  on  transportation  facilities  must  be  taken  care  of  by  the  Air  Force. 

The  MX  DEIS  must  enumerate  MX-related  transportation  needs.  Aerial  restrictions 
should  be  explicitly  discussed. 

Dr.  Larry  Anderson,  University  Consortium  Energy  and  Non-renewable  Resources  1 

Committee: 

The  availability  of  fuel  oils  is  not  adequately  assessed  in  the  MX  DEIS.  The  provis¬ 
ion  of  electricity,  specifically  the  transmission  system,  needs  to  be  looked  at  more 
extensively.  The  current  literature  is  not  adequately  examined.  Alternate  energy 
sources  should  be  addressed.  The  technical  documentation  is  not  sufficient.  * 
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Utah  MX  DEIS  Committee  Chairmen  Meetino 


Room  251-261,  150  West  North  Temple,  Salt  Lake  City,  1:00-5:00  p.m. 


March  2,  1981 


AGENDA 


1.  Introduction  and  Purpose  of  Meeting  -  Ann  Keegan 


2.  Brief  Summarization  of  Committee  Findings,  emphasizing  Conflicts  and  Issues- 
limited  to  five  minutes.  State  Chairmen  followed  by  University  Chairmen 

A.  Environmental  Health 
•  B.  Cultural  Resources 

C.  Public  Safety 

D.  Native  Americans 

E.  Wildlife  Resources 

F.  Agriculture 

G.  Water  Resources 

H.  Recreation  i 

I.  Land  Use  _ 

-  J.  Geology  and  Minerals 

K.  Education 

L.  Transportation 

M.  Legal 

N.  Health  and  Social  Services 

O.  Rapid,  Large-Scale  Growth 

P.  Energy  and  Nonrenewable  Resources 

Q.  Manpower  and  Employment 

R.  Planners 

3.  Discussion  of  Interface  with  other  Utah/Nevada  Committees  or  the  Air  Force 


ALL  State  Chairmen  must  attend  this  meeting;  if  you  cannot  do  so,  please  designate 
an  alternate 


UTAH  MX  COORDINATION  OFFICE 

448  EAST  400  SOUTH,  SUITE  1 03 
SALT  LAKE  CITY,  UTAH  84111 

Phone  (801)  364-9647 

SCOTT  M.  MATHESON 
GOVERNOR 


KENNETH  C.  OLSON 

PROJECT  MANAGER 


MEMORANDUM 


TO:  All  Interested  Persons 

a 

FROM:  Utah  MX  Coordination  Office  (/y^^, 

DATE:  May  19,  1981 

SUBJECT:  MX  Technical  Interchange  Meetings  on  Tiering  and  Secondary  Impacts 


On  March  26,  1981,  two  MX  Bi-State  Technical  Interchange  Meetings  on  Tiering 
and  Secondary  Impacts  were  held  in  Room  307  of  the  State  Capitol  in  Salt  Lake 
City.  The  agendas,  attendance  lists  and  handouts  are  attached.  The  discussion 
is  summarized  below. 

Tiering  Technical  Interchange  Meeting 

The  tiering  schedule  is  as  follows:  1)  Tier  I  final  environmental  impact  state¬ 
ment  (FEIS)  7/81;  2)  Tier  IIA  environmental  assessment  (EA)  7/81  (selection 

of  a  main  operating  base  -  operational  base  test  site  -  designated  assembly  area 
suitability  zone,  initial  operational  valley(s)  shelter  sites  and  designated 
transportation  network  and  utility  rights-of-way,  construction  canps,  aggregate 
batch  plants,  haul  roads);  3)  Tier  I  IB  EA  8/82  (selection  of  secondary  oper¬ 
ating  base  suitability  zone,  construction  camps,  shelters,  designated  trans¬ 
portation  network);  4)  Tier  IIC  EA  8/83  (shelters,  designated  transportation 
networks,  construction  camps);  5)  Tier  I  ID  EA  8/84  (shelters);  6)  Tier  HE 
EA  7/85  (shelters);  and  Tier  III  A  through  F,  site-specific  EAs. 

Tier  I  deals  only  with  the  selection  of  a  deployment  area(s)  (full  basing  in 
Utah/Nevada/Texas/New  Mexico).  Tier  II  A  through  E  will  deal  with  the  selection 
of  suitability  zones  within  the  deployment  area(s).  Tier  III  A  through  F  will 
deal  with  the  selection  of  specific  sites. 

Given  the  Tier  I  FEIS  and  Tier  IIA  EA  timetable,  the  review  of  the  Tier  IIA 
environmental  assessment  will  be  very  compressed  (about  30  days).  Nevertheless, 
the  Air  Force  pointed  out  that  they  will  be  submitting  a  Vand  withdrawal  appli¬ 
cation  to  the  BLM  that  will  have  to  be  processed  and  reviewed  before  the  appli¬ 
cation  is  submitted  to  Congress.  Public  hearings  on  the  land  withdrawal 
application  are  tentatively  scheduled  for  September-November  of  1981,  with  the 
application  and  mandatory  BLM  report  being  submitted  to  Congress  and  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Interior  about  February-March  of  1982.  It  is  expected  that 
Congress  will  act  (i.e.,  give  the  land  to  the  Air  Force)  by  May  of  1982.  The 
Air  Force  Indicated  that  there  will  be  no  construction  of  any  kind  before 
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Congressional  action/approval  of  the  land  transfer. 

The  Air  Force  feels  that  tiering  and  deployment  of  the  MX  are  compatible.  The 
phased  decision  process,  from  large  geographic  area  to  specific  sites,  is  the 
only  way  to  accomplish  the  initial  and  final  operating  capability  dates  (1986 
and  1989,  respectively).  The  Air  Force  mentioned  several  alternative  courses 
that  the  tiering  decision  process  could  follow;  for  example:  1)  the  Adminis¬ 
tration  could  retain  the  decision  prerogative  at  the  executive  level,  2)  Con¬ 
gress  could  retain  the  decision  prerogative  at  the  legislative  level,  or  3) 
the  Administration  could  delegate  the  decision  making  responsibilities  to  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  for  the  initial  high-level  decisions, with  the  lesser 
decisions  delegated  to  others  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense. 

The  State  of  Utah  mentioned  their  concerns  about  the  lack  of  a  mechanism  to 
gather  Utah  input  as  an  integral  part  of  the  tiering  process.  The  multiple 
track  narrowing  process  as  outlined  above  could  potentially  lead  to  inconsis¬ 
tent,  incomplete  or  disjunct  data  or  response  to  the  tiered  environmental  im¬ 
pact  statement/environmental  assessments  and/or  the  weapon  system  site  layouts. 
This  process  already  poses  a  heavy  burden  on  the  state's  land  and  resource 
management  agencies.  It  was  suggested  that  such  a  piecemeal  approach  was  un¬ 
workable  for  Utah  and  the  Air  Force;  the  Air  Force  should  develop  and  imple¬ 
ment  as  soon  as  possible  an  integrated,  consistent  process  for  soliciting  and 
incorporating  input  from  all  appropriate  federal,  state,  local,  and  private 
interests. 

It  was  pointed  out  that  there  is  not  much  primary  data  available  for  the  narrow 
geographic  areas  under  consideration  to  write  the  Tier  IIA  EA.  Therefore,  the 
risk  of  replicating  support  facilities  at  the  construction  camps,  operating 
bases  and  local  communities  is  high.  The  Air  Force  indicated  they  must  wait 
for  a  deployment  decision;  the  base  comprehensive  plan  (BCP)  will  be  incor¬ 
porated  into  Tier  IIA.  The  Air  Force  will  attempt  to  minimize  the  provision  of 
redundant  facilities.  Further,  the  construction  sequence  and  its  management 
is  dependent  on  the  Tier  IIA  decision(s)  that  are  made. 

Problems  associated  with  construction  labor  peaks  were  discussed.  Labor  peak¬ 
ing  is  dependent  on  the  length  of  the  work  week  and  the  number  of  worker  shifts, 
which  in  turn  will  affect  the  length  (duration)  of  construction  activities  and 
the  level  of  support  services  required.  The  following  policy  issues  that  the 
Air  Force  must  address  are:  1)  dependent  restrictions  and/or  incentives, 

2)  land  use,  3)  construction  camp  housing,  and  4)  recreational  facilities 
provided  by  the  contractor-government.  The  state  indicated  that  the  Tier  IIA 
EA  should  provide  recommendations  on  support  services  levels  that  state  and 
local  officials  could  review.  The  Air  Force  said  that  the  support  service 
levels  would  be  given  to  state  and  local  officials  for  their  reaction  in  June 
of  1981  (before  the  Tier  IIA  EA).  The  Air  Force  will  decide  the  service  levels 
to  be  provided  at  the  construction  camps,  and  will  transmit  this  decision  to 
Congress. 

Air  Force  was  asked  about  the  weapons  system  siting  team,  and  they  said  it  was 
composed  of  the  Air  Force,  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  the  Corps  of  Engineers, 
and  contractor  personnel.  The  State  of  Utah  said  that  they  wanted  to  actively 
participate  in  the  siting  process,  since  it  is  better  to  interact  rather  than 
to  react.  Utah  is  currently  involved  in  contingency  planning  and  has  already 
reacted  to  one  iteration  of  the  initial  operating  valleys  site  layouts  (Pine 
and  Wah  Wah  Valleys,  Utah).  The  state  wants  to  be  a  party  to  all  siting  decisions 
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Secondary  Impacts  Technical  Interchange  Meeting 

The  purpose  of  the  technical  interchange  meeting  was  stated:  they  are  intended 
to  facilitate  the  exchange  of  information.  The  Air  Force  will  be  gaining 
an  understnading  of  the  Utah/Nevada  concerns  before  the  end  of  the  Tier  I  DEIS 
comment  period,  and  will  therefore  be  able  to  begin  work  on  the  final  Tier  I 
environmental  impact  statement.  The  meeting  will  also  give  the  Air  Force  an 
opportunity  to  provide  the  states  with  feedback  on  the  environmental  impact 
process  and  supporting  rationale. 

The  Air  Force  and  Henningson,  Durham  and  Richardson  (HDR,  the  consultants  who 
prepared  the  Tier  I  DEIS)  delineated  the  following  secondary  effects  for  dis¬ 
cussion:  1)  quality  of  life,  2)  native  Americans,  3)  fauna,  4)  water, 

5)  ranching,  6)  housing,  7)  construction  resources,  8)  education,  and 
9)  fiscal  impacts. 

The  first  area  of  discussion  was  the  Tier  I  socioeconomic  analysis.  HDR  had 
to  devise  an  integrated  system  to  look  at  impacts  for  certain  critical  variables, 
that  was  capable  of  evaluating  them  using  a  comparable  methodology  and  the  best 
available  data.  As  a  result,  HDR  could  comprehensively  analyze  various  scenarios 

HDR  used  the  following  models  to  analyze  socioeconomic  impacts:  1)  a  Regional 
Industrial  Multiplier  System  (RIMS)  model  (a  modified  national  industrial  model), 

2)  the  Utah  Process  Economic  and  Demographic  Impact  Model  (UPED)  and  the  Demo¬ 
graphic  and  Economic  Impact  Simulation  model  (DEISM)  (labor  market  simulation 
models,  and  respectively  the  official  Utah  and  Nevada  population  models), 

3)  a  Social  Impact  Assessment  (SIA)  model,  and  4)  a  Public  Finance  model. 

RIMS  w as  used  to  analyze  labor  demand,  i.e.,  to  describe  the  MX  project  by 
estimating  the  direct,  indirect  and  multiplier  labor  market  effects.  UPED/ 

DEISM  were  used  to  analyze  labor  supply  by  estimating  the  baseline  labor  supply 
and  the  project-induced  change  in  labor  to  derive  excess  demand,  labor  force 
participation  rates  and  migration. 

HDR  indicated  that  employment  multipliers  used  in  RIMS  are  high  (overestimates) 
because  of  the  1972  data.  There  was  no  exogenous  adjustment  to  reflect  higher 
wages.  The  location  quotient  was  derived  using  1976  data. 

The  Public  Finance  model  was  used  to  provide  information  on  counties  and  school 
districts,  but  not  for  the  states.  The  inputs  were  based  on  U.  S.  Census  of 
Government  data.  The  impacts  are  shown  by  county  of  residence. 

The  discussion  then  shifted  to  other  secondary  impact  categories.  It  was 
agreed  that  there  was  no  quantitative  analysis  of  the  expected  changes  in 
local  quality  of  life;  Utah  said  that  such  an  analysis  should  have  been  in¬ 
cluded  to  predict  changes  in  sociopathogenic  indicators.  Overall,  "old"  data 
seems  to  have  been  used  in  the  Tier  I  DEIS;  the  Tier  I  F£IS  should  incorporate 
more  recent  data.  With  regard  to  housing.  Changes  in  dwelling  types  and  vacancy 
rates  should  be  analyzed  and  discussed  in  the  Tier  I  FEIS, 

Using  education  as  an  example,  HDR  indicated  that  the  three  paramenters  con¬ 
sidered  in  the  Tier  I  DEIS  were  examined  to  identify  only  the  order  of  magni¬ 
tude  changes/impacts  that  were  to  be  expected  with  the  project.  The  analysis 
and  discussion  of  these  variables  was  never  intended  to  be  a  planning  study. 
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The  final  environmental  impact  statement  will  incorporate  the  Facilitator’s 
study  on  native  Americans. 

The  analysis  of  recreation  and  wilderness  used  anonymously  derived  attractive¬ 
ness  ratings  for  hunting  and  wilderness  experiences.  These  ratings  v/ere  com¬ 
bined  into  a  Gaussian  decay  equation  using  people  and  distance  to  the  resources 
Attractiveness  measurements  were  unique  for  each  resource. 

Then  a  rather  long  discussion  ensued  on  the  feasibility  of  revegetation  and 
concommitant  water  requirements.  HDR  indicated  that  the  Tier  I  DEIS  contain¬ 
ed  full  and  partial  revegetation  water  requirements:  1)  low  (no  revegetation 
water  estimates:,  2)  high  (full  revegetation  water  estimates),  3)  and  most 
probable  quantity  (revegetation  water  estimates  for  shelters  only).  HDR  in¬ 
dicated  that  the  revegetation  water  estimates  were  based  on  a  requirement  of 
one  acre-foot  of  water  per  acre  for  one  year,  which  is  the  re vegetation  water 
requirement  for  crested  wheatgrass.  Further,  HDR  indicated  that  crested 
wheatgrass  was  not  the  only  species  under  consideration  for  revegetation. 

The  State  of  Nevada  raised  several  concerns  about  the  feasibility  of  revege¬ 
tation  given  the  water  estimates,  such  as:  1)  some  deployment  area  valleys 
under  consideration  have  as  little  as  three  inches  of  annual  precipitation; 

2)  most  precipitation  is  snow  melt;  3)  ineffective  and/or  partial  revegetation 
programs  will  result  in  soil  erosion,  fugitive  dust,  and  infestation  by  nox¬ 
ious  exotics;  4)  the  areas  to  be  disturbed  are  critical  livestock  and  wild¬ 
life  grazing  areas;  and  5)  species  must  be  calculated. 

HDR  said  that  magnesium  chloride  bitterns  are  no  longer  under  consideration 
for  use  as  a  dust  palliative.  The  Resource  Concepts  range/ ranching  study 
will  be  incorporated  into  Tier  I  FEIS.  The  analysis  of  wildlife,  ranching 
and  vegetation  impacts  will  be  at  the  hydrologic  subunit  level  only. 
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TIERING  MEETING 

9:00. a. m.  -  307  State  Capitol,  Salt  Lake  City 
March  26,  1981 


AGE  N  D  A- 


Tiered  Decision  Making 

A.  General  Discussion  of  Rationale 

B.  As  Implemented 

1.  Tier  I 

2.  Tier  II 

3.  Subsequent  Tiers 

C.  Effects  on  Decision  Making 

1.  Presidential 

2.  Congressional 

3.  BLM 

4.  Others:  States,  Native  Americans,  Forest  Service,  National 
Park  Service,  etc. 

D.  Miost  Current  Timetable  for  Tiers  I,  II  end  Subsequent 


Site  Specific  Impacts  and  Mitigations 

A.  .  Relationship  Between  the  Tiers  and  the  Quantification  of  Site- 

Specific  Impacts 

1.  Tier  I 

2.  Tier  II 

3.  Subsequent  Tiers 

B.  Relationship  Between  the  Tiers  and  the  Implementation  of  Impact 
Mi  t  i cia t i on  Stra tcgi es/Pol  i  ci  es 

1.  Tier  I 

2.  Tier  II 

3.  Subsequent  Tiers 


SUGGESTED  MEETING  LENGTH: 


2  hours 


Call  364-9647  to  confirm  attendance 
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SECONDARY  IMPACTS  MEET I AC 
11:00a.m.  -  307  State  Capitol,  Salt  Late  City 
March  26,  1901 

AGENDA' 

I.  Community  Secondary  Impacts 

A.  Impact  Identification  Temporally  by  Rep  ion 

1.  Methodology  and  Rationale 

2.  Validation,  Sensitivity  Analysis  and  Monitoring 

3.  Detail  by  Tier 

B.  Impact  Mitigation  Strategies  and  Implementation 

1.  Assessment  of  Feasibility 

a.  Technical 

b.  Financial  (includes  impact  aid} 

2.  Detail  by  Tier 

II.  Environmental  Secondary  Impacts 

A.  Impact  Identification  Temporally  by  Region 

1.  Methodology  and  Rationale 

2.  Validation,  Sensitivity  Analysis  and  Monitoring 

3.  Detail  by  Tier 

B.  Impact  Mitigation  Strategies  and  Implementation 

1.  Assessment  of  Feasibility 

a.  Technical 

b.  Financial  (includes  impact  aid) 

2.  Detail  by  Tier  . 

III.  Regional  Secondary  Impacts 

A.  Impact  Ideriti fication  Temporally  by  Region 

1.  Methodology  and  Rationale 

2.  Validation,  Sensitivity  Analysts  and  Mom*  tori  no 

3.  Detail  by  Tier 
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M-X  SOCIOECONOMIC  IMPACT 'MODELING  SYSTEM: 


POPULATION  IN-MIGRATION  j* _  ASSUMPTIONS  ABOUT  IN -MIGRANT 

ESTIMATES  T  DEMOGRAPHIC  CHARACTERISTICS 


M-X  SOCIOECONOMIC  IMPACT  MODELING  SYSTEM: 
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PROJECTED  POPULATION  WITH  &  WITHOUT  M-X :  UTAH  7-COUNTY  ROI 
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PROJECTED  POPULATION  WITH  AND  WITHOUT  M-X =  NEVADA  5-COUNTY  ROI 
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NEVADA/UTAH  NATIVE  AMERICAN  CONCERNS:  (GENERAL) 
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NEVADA/UTAH  NATIVE  AMERICAN  CONCERNS:  (GENERAL) 


lx. 

O 

01 

cd 

z 

z 

OC 

M 

Ul 

z 

t~ 

cn 

J— 

1 — 4 

c 

u. 

CL 

Cvl 

o 

lx! 

z 

H— 

«/> 

< 

O 

D 

0k 

CVJ 

>- 

CD 

1/7 

OC 

z 

UJ 

<y 

2 

►H 

►— « 

cn 

y- 

O 

o 

z 

UJ 

Ol. 

cl 

n 

Ol. 

s 

z 

to 

UJ 

LJ 

»— 

A 

1 — 1 

CO 

o 

z 

CD 

z 

CC 

o 

z 

< 

< 

=D 

CJ 

►H 

M 

o 

OC 

CL 

CC 

Ol 

u. 

Ixl 

UJ 

Ixl 

o 

Z 

h- 

CC 

t— 

< 

z 

<x 

2T 

— 1 

o 

CD 

< 

•— < 

1 

o 

H 

CC 

»— 

a 

♦— « 

U- 

Ixl 

CL 

o 

a 

s 

z 

z 

o 

LU 

cc 

u. 

o 

5 

01 

w 

O 

1 

i 

* 

1 

o 

NATIVE  AMERICANS  -  NEVADA 


Q 

0 

UJ 

2: 

t— 

ox 

2:  hi 

O 

Oh-  • 

t-i  OX 

< 

<=JZ 

X  z> 

O. 

>- 

V)03 

1 

h-  0 

Z 

CQ  • 

\  >-  0 

z 

»— « 

1— » 

to 

J<Z 

O  CO 

3:  0 

O  UJ 

<-j2 

O  UJ 

UJ 

>- 

UJ  >— 1 

on  SE 

1 — 

0  ca 

1 —  *— 

h  -iro 

U  t— 1 

uj  ox 

CO 

0 

to  < 

0  >-  to 

H  =3 

1— t 

uj  z 

UJ  ID  CO 

1 — 

C  H 

CO 

u.  xr 

O  h-  *-< 

to  *— I  0 

O  (O 

(O 

u-  h- 

2:  a. 

J—  _J  ro 

O  h-t 

0 

<  0; 

<  UJZ 

a  m  w 

_l  Q 

a. 

0 

O  O  UJ  CO  UJ  CL 

z  z  •— «  U.  * — *  I —  UJ  UJ  Q  CQ  Q. 


20h 

u  to  to 

ex  cq 

-J 

0 

O  O  <C 

UJ  to 

XJ 

0 

Z  O 

UJ  UJ 

CJ 

0  • 

~j  0 

^ZO 

UJ  CJ  _J 

to  —1 

0  re 

*-* 

0  _J 

>  0 

UJ  X) 

0 

0  xc 

0  .-« 

>— '  <  1 —  • 

1 —  0 

0  •— 

0  0 

fOhcC 

v-  <z 

• — 1  0 

OS  h- 

z: 

O  >-* 

<c  0  0 

to 

0  <c 

>-  0 

IlJ  <  UJ 

— 1  > — <  } — ■  V— < 

0 

u.  r> 

XT  O 

ox  re 

3  -1  <  h 

re  co 

0  or 

O  UJ 

<QH 

2:  cq  re  0 

>— 1  UI 

_J 

ui 

33h< 

0  ex 

re  <0 

0  0 

uj  to  h- 

O  Q_ 

2:  UJ 

UJ 

O  H 

K  03 

a  a 

JZ  > 

ex  ce 

uj  a.  cq 

X  lu  UJ  UJ 

0 

< 

>-  UJ 

2:  0 

1—  0  1—  to 

CO 

LU  <C 

_J  to 

t —  ex  » 

t—  <0 

<—  a 

z  a. 

uj  2: 

Q-  H 

3:  <0  2f  a. 

< 

0 

CO 

I »— «  O 

h-  0 

uj  cu 

•  UJ  H-« 

oho; 

2:  2u 

re  co 

to  re  x 

•  ui  10  a. 

UJ 

1 —  UJ 

t—  J—  UJ 

to  U  UJ 

UJ  LO 

z:  uj 

ex 

O  1 —  U_  UJ  V —  UJ  Cu  X  CO 

uju-io  u  lu  (/i  i  ►— «  o  t—  z  z: 

u.  occ  uj  j—  1—  h  _j  <c  >-< 

Lu  UJ  U-  | —  CX  »— I  UJ  U. 

UJ  UJ  OC  U  O  h-  >-  O  _J  >0  2:2: 


— 1  »-<  0 

or 

CO  0 

Q  to 

> — <  1 — t 

<  21 

_J  >— 1  «o 

< 

UJ 

H  H 

ox  >~ 

<  a  to  uj 

-  u. 

>-  O 

<C  <t 

X3  UJ  2X 

a:  ZZCQ 

0 

H  ox 

>  2 

H  z< 

O  — '  0  cc 

2:  UI 

►-t  XD 

ox  co 

—i  ore 

H  1—  X3 

M  X  • 

z  0 

UI 

X) 

_J  O  H  H 

CO  H  3E 

x>  to 

CO  2: 

0  2: 

D  Z<  tO 

<  ex 

2:  UI 

UJ 

M  • 

U  <  K  w 

CQ  U  UI 

x;  cc 

on  uj 

2:  re  co 

UI  Q 

0  H 

0 

_j 

ex  h-  cu 

5:  2 :  ce 

H  1 

0  OX 

«c  < 

UI  M  M 

S  0  0  uj 

MUJ13 

UI 

O-  0 

1 —  3  1 — 

UJ  * — *  CO 

_j  _i  z: 

H  H 

<C  CO 

1  *— < 

H  H  O 

0.  *-H  0 

CX  <=C 

0  1 

H  tO  _J 

1  O  XX  0 

(02  J 

O  3 

2  UI 

K  UI  m 

tP  3H  J 

a. 

CO 

OHO 

Z  OX  CX  X3 

or  ui  ui 

a.  uj 

UJ  CX 

re  ►-«  <c 

O  H  O  O 

0  z  re 

XT  X 

X  «t 

to  to  u. 

J  to  0  0 

u  0  H 

CO  H 

H  —1 

• 

0 

0 

• 

0 

NATIVE  AMERICANS — UTAH 


oc 

LU 

0 

LU 

CD 

CO  LU 

3= 

l—  CO 

0 

1 — • 

CO 

LU 

O  Q  O 

_j 

33 

_J 

_J 

LU  LU  Q. 

33 

O 

33 

►— •  • 

Ll.  I-  O 

0 

>-  CO 

0  0 

2E  Z 

U.  C  OS 

0 

0  >— t 

O 

LU  2!  D_ 

LU 

CD  LU 

s 

LU  >-• 

M 

CC  O 

*-<  33 

0  0 

zc  t~ 

H—  H-  LU 

«£  LD 

CO  I— 

dc  z: 

o  o> 

O  CO  33 

CO 

0  0 

< 

LU  LU  t— 

CO  dc 

O  Lu 

LU  «J 

z 

DC 

LU  LU 

CL  O 

_J  LU 

1 — t  Q  • 

M  VO  >• 

1—  > 

t — 1 

IUJZ 

CO  •“*  CQ 

*-<  O 

Q  Q 

SI  O 

z 

CO 

—I  ZC 

1 — 

>-•0  0 

m  J—  O 

0 

33  <c 

cc 

saz 

v — <  LU 

z  z 

O  CD 

<  LU 

O  2 

CO  OQ 

3:  < 

O 

LU  CO 

waz 

33  -  cc 

0 

co 

z:  z 

lu  a.  33  _j  ui  d  qk-  o 

I—  a  zt-  c»c  co  oci-*  cod. 

» — t  LU  CO  O  CO  LU  O  CL.  LU  CO 


OI  W 

z:  >— 1  *— 1 

Ui  *-« 

u.  >3 

—  LU 

t— 

OHO 

LU  H* 

—I  33 

20  DC 

a  z 

"  < 

Ql  ■ ♦ 

> — 1  1 — 1 

O 

UJ  DC  O 

1 —  CC  LU 

re  -J 

SI  3: 

2: 

DC  O  >— 

O  LU  CD 

l~  M 1 

3Z 

O  •— 1 

O  U.  J— 

33  CL 

O  • 

DC 

O 

<c .  <c 

CC  O  C3 

<  LU 

ZC 

co  1—  0 

1 —  — 1 

s:  ll.  oc 

LU  3C 

a  0 

■srjo 

CO  to  33 

DC  LU 

z:  l— 

53  •— < 

—i  0  _i 

2:  z:  0 

LU  LU  |— 

<c  1 — 

<  >- 

0  — <  0 

h-  ZC  1 

l —  Ll. 

<c 

DC  c  cc 

CJ  DC 

1  1 —  03 

z:  0 

CO  DC 

1 — ■  — 1  ► — 1 

33  CO 

h-  z: 

LU 

z:  e> 

CO  LU 

aaui 

ac  u.  0 

2;  0 

0  <— < 

UKI 

0  *— 

0  0  _i 

O-  LU 

>—  2; 

O 

33 

O  CJ 

I — * 

2:  LU 

CO  3-  CO 

CO  UJ  UI 

—1  DC 

C  LU 

<TH 

1~  H- 

_>  33 

LU  33 

>  _J 

0  33 

cj  — •  x: 

ac  •—  1 — 

>  O 

cc  <C 

z:  DC  CD 

LU  JU 

0  z: 

LU  CO 

LU  t_) 

3£  a. 

U.  *->  33 

u_  0 

CO  LU 

CO  CO 

O  »  Ll  CO  VO  LUZ  DC  LU  I 

z  u  t-  lu  c  »  z;  ►— i  >-  cc  uj 

l/Otn  UOK  I —  CC  03 

zz>  >-<  lu  co  uo  z:  zo  •— <  lu  za 


LU  1 — ■  X 

3»  UJ 

►— «  z:  a 

ZC  t— 

<  < 

zc  0.  uj 

hUH 

CO  *— « 

33  C 

<_)  _J  co 

>— •  LU 

l-UVO 

<XQ 

£  3 

1—1  LU 

sr  cj  co 

<  <  < 

03  H  LU 

s 

DC  23  i—i 

2! 

ZC  DC 

-J  LU 

1  >-(  CD 

0  LU 

LU  • — 1  } — 1 

CC 

LU  O  LU 

33  O  _J 

f—  3:  DC 

CJ  3C 

X  1— « 

Ui 

OCOX 

a: 

2:  >-< 

*-<  33 

h—  . 

<C  a  z: 

L— 

<  1 — 

UJ 

33  _l  I—  • 

_i  a  P 

1—  CO 

LU  33 

1 

LU  O 

H* 

Uffl<Z 

CL  UJ  CO 

CC  t—  LU 

UJ  3>  H- 

h~ 

LU  33 

1 

33  O 

CO  I—  M 

OUH 

>  _J  DC 

DC 

DC  1 —  >~ 

O 

33  Cl  1 —  •— « 

<C  Q 

D.  <  33 

i~i  O  O 

O 

LU  ZC 

Z2Z 

( —  <=C  H— 

DC  l_> 

Cl  Dl.  1— 1 

H-  >  a. 

33 

33  U_  < 

O 

naxu 

O  O  LU 

33  2< 

<za 

Cl 

H-  O  2u 

_J 

S  O  (—  <c 

Ll - 1  CD 

CO  H->  CL 

2C  M  O 

0 : 

• 

. 

« 

0 

O 

TOTAL  NEVADA  HOUSING  UNITS 


I 


g 

UJ 

LU 

CO 

CO 

CO  CD  CD  CD  CD 

h-  cd 

i — 

cd  r" 

z  z 

o 

o 

o 

UJ  < 

CD 

A 

A 

S'  z 

Z 

H 

rH 

rH 

>-  o 

o 

o 

— J 

— 1  o 

rs  LU 

UJ  h- 

a  <c 

_i 

u: 

f—  UJ 

< 

LU 

CO 

d 

Cl  H  Lj  O  >H 

-U 

>- 

LO  LO  CM 

a.  x 

r^- 

cn 

U1  t 

X 

a 

** 

»  «* 

s. 

LO 

1 — 4 

"S _ r 

LU 

CU 

- - - 

QC 

LU 

LU 

cu 

CM 

LO  O  LO  o  o 

t—  CD 

J — 

CD 

«-•  CM 

Z  Z 

CM 

r— 4 

O  rH 

uj  <C 

CD 

#» 

•* 

s:  =c 

Z 

CO 

rH 

r-H 

>-  o 

O 

o 

—I 

— 1  a 

Cl_  UJ 

LU  | — 

O  <c 

_i 

oc 

— J  LU 

<c 

-J  CC 

LU 

C\J 

co 

O  CO  lO  *h  co 

zd 

>- 

CD 

r-* 

lo  i  « — c  in  o 

U  X 

CD 

LO 

co  *=f  o  *-«  in 

1 

t* 

* 

s: 

c 

CD 

rH 

LO  i — 4  r— 1  (\J  rH 

LU 

Cvj 

rH 

a. 

z 

o 

>- 

H 

CD 

cn 

z 

Ul 

UJ 

ZJ 

ct: 

w 

o 

i— 

LU 

(_> 

X 

z 

z 

M 

<c 

zd 

►H 

z 

1— 

o 

z  o. 

o 

ZD 

CD 

<  —1 

M 

N 

X  X  O  UJ 

CD 

<C 

< 

< 

K  UJ  O  1 — 

UJ 

Q 

cn 

CD 

CKZUJw 

aC 

< 

<c 

<X 

> 

> 

> 

UUI  JZ2 

UJ 

UJ 

LU 

Z 

z 

z 

cm 

CO 

CM 

I 

cn 

in 

CM 


Q. 

o. 


< 

CM 

I 


r~- 

CM 

ro 

i 

in 

CM 

cn 

i 

•d- 


CL. 

cu 


z 
+->  o 

M 

i —  c a 

CC  LU 
<  OC 
Ou  I 
CO 

•  n 

>  cn 

•— t 

< 

•  o 

_i  < 

o  2> 

>  UJ 


cn  oc 
\ — <  o 
UJ  u_ 
O  « — 


UJ 

& 

§ 

cn 


» 


» 


TOTAL  UTAH  HOUSING  UNITS 


s 

— V 

tZ 

UJ 

UJ 

CO 

o 

o  o  o  o  o  o 

I—  cd 

h- 

r-- 

z  z 

o 

UJ  <£ 

CD 

•t 

5C  Ol 

z 

r— 4 

>-  O 

O 

O 

_J  Q 

—1 

UJ  | — 

o  <c 

_J 

d 

1 —  UJ 

< 

^  d 

UJ 

CO 

o  co  CO  LO  O  co 

>- 

r-v 

ro 

sj  vt  io  cn 

CL.  X 

CO 

CO  t—t  CM 

CO  I 

•* 

* 

#v 

2C 

c 

rs 

T - i 

r*H 

UJ 

a- 

- 

:r_ 

az 

UJ 

UJ 

Cvl 

O 

M"  LO  O  VO  O  LO 

t— 

o 

CO 

co  r-  cm  r-L 

z  z 

CVJ 

o 

vf  <r 

UJ  C 

CD 

** 

s;  hi 

Z 

CO 

CVJ 

rH 

>  <_> 

o 

o 

—j  a 

Q.  UJ 

_J 

UJ  h- 

o  <C 

cz 

~-J  UJ 
_J  Ol 

3 

CVJ 

IDIDONCnO 

x 

>- 

o 

VO 

nhncoovt 

u  x 

o 

Cr> 

VO  O  CM  LO  CM 

t 

sz 

A 

A  A  A  A 

zn 

< 

o 

cr» 

CO  HHCO 

+* _ ^ 

UJ 

CM 

Ou 

z 

o 

>- 

►-« 

UJ 

»— 

CD 

X 

z 

UJ 

< 

x 

oz 

to 

o 

UJ 

z 

o 

X 

*— « 

1—  o 

s 

< 

H 

—J  1 — * 

z 

t- 

z 

Q  <  CD 

o 

x 

X 

CC  KMZ 

M 

o 

uj  <r  v,  m 

ca 

< 

o 

>  z  co  _j  x  x 

U! 

a 

<o<j<w 

d 

< 

X 

X 

UJ  X  X  >-«  I—  <c 

> 

< 

< 

CD  y-<  x  s:  X  X 

UJ 

f— 

1— 

z 

X 

X 

CM 

CO 

CM 

I 

OV 

LO 

CvJ 


CU 

Q- 


CVJ 

d 

H 

UJ 

Q 

<C 


r^- 

CVJ 

co 

i 

LO 

CVl 

CO 

f 

"d- 

# 

Ol. 

Q. 


H-  O 
C£  >— < 

cc  cr 

CL  LU 

cc 
"  ( 
>  co 
x 
to 


_j  a: 
o  «a; 

>.  f— 
X 

tO  0£ 
*->  O 
uj  u_ 
- - 


UJ 

C_J 

Q£ 

X 

O 

to 


> 


I 


> 


I 


IMPACTS  ON  EDUCATIONAL  SERVICES  ARE  MEASURED  IN  THREE  WAYS: 
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TEACHER  REQUIREMENTS  IN  NEVADA 
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INDUCED  CHANGES  IN  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT  FINANCES  IN  NEVADA 
(IN  THOUSANDS  OF  1980  DOLLARS) 
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M-X  INDUCED  CHANGES  IN  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT  FINANCES  IN  UTAH 
(IN  THOUSANDS  OF  1980  DOLLARS) 
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M-X  INDUCED  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT  CAPITAL  EXPENDITURE  REQUIREMENTS  IN  UTAH 


fl 


r~ 

cn  ^ 

CO 

o 

c 

CO 

<—  CO 

CTt 

in 

CO 

o 

CM 

CO  • 

cn 

o 

in 

/ — ■ 

* 

* 

A 

A 

A 

m 

CO  CM 

CO 

*— 

CO 

CO 

CM - 

in 

CM  ^ 

lO 

CM 

o 

o 

CO 

r-  cn 

CM 

m 

r— 

CO  • 

CT\ 

in 

CM 

in 

*\ 

A  f - - 

** 

00 

O  in 

in 

CO  ' 

CM 

CO 

CO  ^ 

CO 

CT> 

cn 

in 

cn 

m 

O  CVI 

r— 

cn 

CM 

r-. 

, — 

in 

CM 

*=r 

cn 

00 

M- 

* 

* 

« 

#» 

A 

* 

CO 

in  cr 

cn 

in 

o 

CM 

m 

• — 

1— 

cr>  ■ 

CO 

r— 

> — • . 

CM 

CM 

SECONDARY  EFFECTS  ON  M-X  DEPLOYMENT 
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Table  4.3. 1.7-2. 


Poten  t  ial  .  overall  impact  to  sage  grouse  \vi.xvg^.v-ra^ 
could  result  from  construction  of  operatiihjyj  •!;* 
bases  .for-  the  Proposed  Action  and  Alter-  ff.Tjl 
natives  1-4 1  *-  '■  v  '  ’’  .  I‘\  VSM? 


HYDROLOGIC  SU3UNIT 
OR’  COUNT  Y 


PROPOSED  - 
ABUNDANCE'  'ACTION •  ' 

•r  .  INDEX*  --  '  v  ■ 

->.  •  '  ':■■■■  COYOTE-.-.:  V 

VC-  .  -  .  SPRING/ 

MILFORD  4 : 


STIMATED  OVERALL ",  I VIPACT 1 . 


ALT...  2  1  .  ALT..  3 


-  COYOTE; :  COYOTE  '  .  .  qr„Y;  / 

SPRING/  SPRING/  1  !  w 

BERYL'  r\  DELTA  ■ 


Sevier  Desert 
Milford : • k 
Lend  District 
Beryl -En  lerprise 
Steptoe 
Coyote  Spring 
Muddy  River  Splines 


Sr.akfc 

Pine 

Government  Creek 

Leaver 

Pa  rcuan 

Milford5 

Cedar 

N e»a rk 7 

Little  Snaky — N  L  S 

J  akes 

Loot; 

Butte 

Cave 

Lake 


2  r*  * 

Spring; 

1  185 

Tippet. 

|  135 

Rani  in 

198 

Dry 

201 

Spring 

202 

Patterson 

207 

White  River' 

Overall  Alte 

IP-  •h;;uiiii 


'Enumnnn]  i  oi  imniLD 


liiiMiiiliiil' 


Table  4. 3. 1.7-3, 


Potential  overall  impact  to  sage 
grouse  which  could  result  from  con¬ 
struction  -to  .  operating  bases  for 
Alternatives  5-8. 


••  V 

HYDROLOGIC  SUBUNIT. 

OK  COUNTY  . 

NO. 

j  NAME 

ESTIM 

A7ED  OVERALL  IMPACT* 

ALT.  5  ' 

ALT.  6 

ALT.  7 

ALT.  8  . 

MILFORD/ 

MILFORD/ 

CLOVIS/ 

COYOTE 

,  ELY  » *  - 

COYOTE  - 

DALHART 

SPRING/ 

SPRING 

‘ 

CLOVIS 

Subunits  or  Counties  within  03  Suitability  Area 


Sevier  Desert 


46  1  Sevier  Desert 

50  [  Milford  5  •  * 

52  !  Lund  District 

53  j  3ery 1-Enterprise 
179  j  Steptoe 

210  I  Coyote  Springs 
219  !  Muddy  River  Springs 

Curry,  NK 
Hartley.  TX1 


Other  Affected  Subunits  or  Coenti 


«  1 

Snake 

Pine 

9  1 

Government  Creel: 

4S  j 

Beaver 

Pa rowan 

50 

Milford  *  •  "■ 

51  ! 

Cedar 

151  i 

Newark’ 

155  ! 

Little  Smoky  N5S 

17-',  | 

J  ake 

175  j 

Long 

178  | 

3ut  te 

280 

Cave 

1S3 

Lake 

184 

Spring 

ZS5 

Tippet 

195  ! 

Hamlin 

29S  ; 

Dry 

291  j 

Spring 

202 

Patterson 

lterr.ative  Impact 


i  _ .  I  No  impact.  (No  sage  grouse  present  for  Abundance  Index.) 

UXi-LiX]  Low  impact. 

EE3BaE5maa  Moderate  impact.  (Sage  grouse  range  present  for  Abundance  Index.) 

1.  ..  .  :E7..- 1.  C  High  (significant)  impact.  (Sage  grouse  range  and  key  habitat  present 
for  Abundance  Index. ) 

Conceptual  location  of  Area  Support  Center  (ASC)  for  Proposed  Action-and  Alternatives 
1-5. 

Conceptual  location  of  Area  Support  Center  (ASC)  for  Alternative  7. 

Conceptual  location  of  Area  Support  Center  (ASC)  for  Alternative  S. 


•  ^  -  vA^^'X»V*  *>  ,••  *»'■*  r»'i)  «"■•  Vi*.*N  **>  *!  *-*^^  *»*' **'*'•  •*■ '' 

■  ■  -  -■•■■  "■  -■-  ■  -  '  ■  ■  '  \ 


Table  4. 3. 1.7-1. 


Potential  impact  to  sage  grouse  in  Nevada/Ucah. 
DDA.for  the  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives''*^ 

1-6C  ...  ■••■•■■  .---■?  h 


HYDROLOGIC  SUBUNIT 

» 

ABUNDANCE 

NO. 

NAME 

•  SHORT-  AND  LONG-TERM  IMPACTS' 
or  KNOWN  SAGE  GROUSE.  RANGE  AND  KEY  HA3ITATi“"“* 


.  %  or 

HYDRO¬ 

SUBUNIT 

RANGE 

DISTUP.3ED 


%  or 

LEK  SITES 
DISTU33ED 


%  or  I  %  or  ESTIMATED 
3RDOD-USE  j  WINTERING  SHORT-  1 
AREAS  J  GROUNDS  LONG-TERM 
DI5TUR3ED  DISTURBED  IMPACT 1,1 


Table  4. 3. 1.8-3. 


\ 

* 


1 


Potential  impact  to  bighorn  sheep  result¬ 
ing  from  construction  and  operation  of 
M-X  operating  bases  for  Alternatives  5-8. 


'potential  for  impact  determined  using  the  abundance  of  bighorn  sheep  and  an  Indirect 

effect  lad**x  developed  by  a  model  further  described  in  r.TA-30. 


^Conceptual  location  of  Area  Support  Centers  (ASCn). 


•  -  -/-r*  «  J  V  **•  W*  h- 


.  v/'V  ‘ 


Tables  4;.  3 :  1*.  8-2:2 


Potential- impact  ; to  bighorn,  sheep  resulting 
froniK  construction  land  *  operation  of  M-X  - 
operating  bases  for’,  the  - Proposed  Action^and 
Alternative  1-4  •  •  *  v. 


.  . 

r 

ESTIMATEP  OVERALL 

IMPACT1** 

i 

HYDROLOGIC  S 03 UNIT 

OR  COUNTY  •' 

ABUNDANCE1 

PROPOSED 

ACTION- 

ALT.  1 

ALT*.  2 

.  ALT.  3 

ALT.  4 

i  INDEX • 

NO. 

•  NAME 

COYOTE'.. 

COYOTE  . 

COYOTE 

BEP.ru/ 

ELY. 

BERYL/ 

COYOTE 

SPRING/ 

SPRING/ 

SPRING/ 

W ILFORD 

BERYL 

.  DELTA 

SPRING 

Subunits  or  Counties  within  03  Suitability  Area 

46* 

•  Sevier  Desert  ' 

46A 

Sevier  Desert  -  Dry  Lake' 

50 

Milford** 

52/ 

Lund  District 

53 

Beryl-En terprise 

179 

Steptoe 

210 

Coyote  Spring 

.  219 

Muddy-  River  Springs 

Curry  ,  NW  * 

Hartley,  TX‘ 

Other-  Affected  Subunits  or  Counties 


'  1693 

^Tlkaboo A  '  . 

;  206- 

'Kan a  Spring 

5  216 

.Garnet  ■  „• 

217. 

Hidden -Valley 

218 

California  Vash. 

l - 1  No  impact.  (No  animals  present  for  Abundance  Index.) 

nmOUD,  Moderate  impact.  (Lens  than  150  present  for  Abundance  Index.  ) 

High  (significant)  impact.  (More  than  150  present  for  Abundance  Index.) 

e'tect  ^lndex^evelor!  ^lcg  the  abundance  of  bighorn  sheep  and  an  indirect 

‘ecl  index  developed  by  a  model  further  described  in  ETA-30. 

Conceptual  location  of  Area  Support  Centers  (ASCs). 
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Table  4. 3. 1.8-1. 


Potential  impact  to  bighorn  sheep  in 
Nevada/Utah  DDA  for  the  Proposed  - 
Action  and  Alternatives  1-6. 


HYDROLOGIC  SUBUNIT 


■  Subunits '.with  H-X  Clusters  and  DTK  - 


u 

ABUNDANCE . 

SHORT-TERM 

■  INDEX* 

IMPACTS'  ’  * 

4:  - 

LONC-TE?2i 
IMPACTS'’ .* 


4  ->■ 

Snake."  '  ■ '  ’ " 

5  A'  . 

Pine 

6  ■ 

White 

7 

Fish  Springs 

8 

Dugway-T  .  • 

9 

Government  Creek 

45 

Sevier  Desert 

45.4 

Sevier  Desert-Ory  Lake* 

54  • 

Wah  Wab 

137A 

Big  S.-aoky-Tonopah  Flat 

139 

Kobeh 

150A 

Monitor — Northern 

1403 

Monitor — Southern 

141 

Ralston 

142 

Alkali  Spring 

143 

Cactus  Flat 

149 

Stone  Cabin' 

151 

Antelope 

154  - 

Newark* 

155a 

Little  Smoky — Northern 

155C 

Little  Smoky — Southern 

156 

Hot  Creek 

170 

Penoyer 

171 

Coal 

172 

Garden 

1 73A 

Kail  road — Sou  tliern 

1733 

Railroad — Northern 

174 

Jakes 

175 

Long 

1733 

Butte — South 

179 

Steptoe 

180 

Cave 

131 

Dry  Lake* 

182 

Delsumar 

133 

Lake 

184  / 

Spring 

195 

Hamlin 

202  .1 

Patterson 

207 

White  River* 

208  : 

Pahroc 

209 

Pabranagat 

Overall  DDA  Impact 

ISWITHI 


timl 


3904-2 


1  I  Ho  Impact.  (No  animals  present  f or  Abundance  Index.) 

rannunmi]  Moderate  Impact.  (Less  than  150  pr  esent  lor  Abundance  Index.) 

EcSalSI  High  ( slgnif leant )  impact.  (More  than  150  present  lor 
Abundance  Index.) 

Potential  tor  impact  vr«s  determined  using  the  abundance  o 1  bighorn  sheep  and 
presence  ol  a  construction  camp  within  25  oi  (40  km)  ol  bighorn  habitat. 

Conceptual  location  ol  Area  Support  Centers  (ASCs). 
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Table; 4. 3; 1.9-1 .  Potential  impact  to 
desert  tortoises  in  Nevada  and 
Utah  within  70  mi  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  operating  base  at  Coyote 
Spring.^  -  . 


A  . .  HY0K0UDGIC  SUBUNIT  ; 

'  ABUNDANCE 

POTENTIAL 
INDIRECT 
.  IMPACT’.' 

/no.-. 

••.  NAME  ■■  ;• '  . 

INDEX1- 

i ;;  • 

Subunits  .Contain  Ids  . Base- Suit  ability  Area-;  .. ... 

5210  s 
*219 

.Coyote  Spring  / 
-Muddy  .Riven 

vc  ■: V  y: 

:  ' 

Other-  Af  fee  ted  .  Subunits  •. 

’  161,. 
1693 
•205  - 
206. 
209  ■ 
211 
212  - 
215 
216,, 
217. 
218- 

219 

220 
221 
222 ' 
223 


^-Indian  Spring;-'"  ' 
Tikaboo — South  • 
Meadow  Valley  Wash 
Xane-Spring 
Pahranagat : Valley 
Three  Lake-/-  '  ’ 

Las  Vegas  : 

Black  Mountains 
Garnet  : 

Hidden  Valley — North 
California  Wash 
Muddy  River. 

Lower  lloapa 
Tule  Desert v. 

Virgin  River 
Gold  Butte 


Overall  Tnoact* 
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NOTE:.  Desert  tortoises  would  not  be  impacted  in  any 
other  03  location.  Also,  construction  c-f  a 
PDA  in  Nevada/Utah  or  Tnu/Nc»  Mexico  would 
not  innact  the  desert  tortoise. 


rm 


HM 


,  No  impact.  (No  abundance.) 

Low  impact.  (Low  abundance.}  _ 
Moderate" impact .  (Moderate  abundance.) 


•.?  High.  Impact .  (High  abundance.) 


•Significance  of  impact  was  estimated  for  each • 
hydrologic  subunit  by  comparing' the  abundance  index, 
indirect  effect  -index  (see  ETF.-30) 7^and  road  access 
from*  the  03  site.. The  nearness  of  a  hydrologic  subunit 
to  Las  Vegas  was- also  considered,  because- recreational 
activities  -  from • Las  Vegas  mayf already  be  heavily 
impact  ing  *  the-. desert .  torto ise  .r  'The  presence  of  ' an  OB 
at  Coyote  Spring  Valley  would -not  significantly  add  to 
the 'impacts  from  Las  Vegas  in  certain-subunits. 

•The /overall  impact  was  judged  significant  because 
approximately  45  percent  of  the  affected  hydrologic 
subunits  would  be  significantly  impacted,  and  the 
desert  .tortoise  is  protected  by  Nevada  and  Utah  state 
law  as  a  threatened  species  and  is  under  review  for 
federal  protection  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act. 


%  vV\V' 

:•■■  •,  \te 


..  ( 
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J 


Aj"  >•  t  \w»>  ~xrm*er“>y*'*g+*j*r*f  »'•  x* n'r*.  %:r.~*i++  ■ 


Table  4. 3. 1-9-2.. 


Potential  impact  to  the  Utah  prairie  dog  ; 
operating  bases  (03s)  for  the  Proposed  Ac 
and .Alternatives  1-8  (page  1  of  2)..  v 


:\Vte 
\  » \  » 
rounal 
'i  M 


• 

HYDROLOGIC  SUBUNIT 

OR  COUNTY  ... 

NO. 

HAilE 

BUNOANCE 

INDEX1 


Subunits  or  Counties  within  03  Suitability  Area 


•16  Sevier  Desert 

*16A  Sevier  Desert  b  Dry  Lake2 

SO  Mil ford  * 

52  Lund  District 

53  Beryl-Enterprise 

179  Stepcoe 

210  Coyote  Spring 

219  Muddy  River  Springs 

Curry.  XM 
Hartley,  TX1 


SHORT-  AND  LONG-TERM 

IMPACT1 

PROPOSED 

ACTION 

ALT.  1 

‘■ALT..  2 

ALT.  3  ’ 

ALT.  4 

COYOTE 

SPRING/ 

MILECRD 

COYOTE 
SPRING/ 
BERYL  ■ 

COYOTE 

SPRING/ 

DELTA 

BEP.YL/ 

ELY 

BERYL/ 

COYOTE 

SPRING 

Other  Affected  Subunits  or  Counties 


Pine 
Parowan 
Cedar  City 

Overall  Alternative 
Impact 


113  pEfed 

Pi  "  ••'!  [UilLUliilUD 


nTUTTTTTTTT] 


I  I  No  impact.  (Prairie  dogs  are  not  present  for  Abundance  Index.) 

{HUD:  Lo»  impact. 

EEmmgS  Moderate  Impact. 

ESSES  High  impact.  (Prairie  dogs  are  present  for  Abundance  Index.) 
-Conceptual  location  of  Area  Support  Centers  (ASCs). 


3921-3 


*  *  •.  1 
i  -■  >»  -v 

>  V  y 

•.  v  V 

.  :  \  hi 


•  &**•??*..>  w~  -v.s,-vA,f-,  j*v-*«  *~v  « 
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Table  4. 3. 1.9-2'.  , 


Potential  impact  to  the  Utah  prairie  dog 
around  operating. bases  (OBs)  for  the  Pro 
posed;: Action'  and  -Alternatives  1-8  (page 

2  'of  :2)  :*  ‘  ■  y.i-'-'J.  .;:V  -'•■ 


•:.>r  * 


hydrologic  subunit  - 
on  COUNTY  ■ 


■  . .  .  V 

1';'  SHORT—.  AND  LONG 

-TERM  •  IMPACT':'.  '7  '  *•• 

ALT..  5-.- 

alt::  6 

ALT.  7  • 

ALT.*  8 

ABUNDANCE 

INDEX1 

S1ILE0P.0/ 

ELY  . . 

MILTORD/ 

COYOTE 

SPRING 

CLOVIS/ 

DALKART 

COYOTE. 

SPRIiG/ 

CLOVIS 

Subunits  or  Counties  within  03  Suitability  Area 


Sevier  Desert 

Sevier  Desert  St  Dry  Lake’ 

Milford* 

t.und  District 

Beryl-Enterprise 

Steptoe 

Coyote  Sarins 

Muddy  River  Springs 


Curry,  Nil 

Hartley.  TX2 


Other  Affected  Subunits  or  Counties 


Pine 
■',9  I  Parowan 
51  I  Cedar  City 


Overall  Alternative  . 
Impact 


fTTuTTnnrnT 

Ciiiitij; _ j  ■  -EISnuD 


l _ _  (  Ho  impact  (Prairie  dogs  are  not  present  for  Abundance  Index.} 

I  I  !  I  I  )  I !  Low  impact.  _  ...  .. 

■E5SES2IIIjin]  Moderate  impact.  _ _ ..  .... 

L:  — *'■  73  High  impact.  (Prairie  dogs  are  present  for  Abundance  Index.) 
’Conceptual  location  of  Area  Support  Centers  (ASCs).  •  - 


:+*  ^  x'-  -> ...  *r  < 
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Table  4.3.2.12-5. 


Potential  direct  impact  to  grazing 
as  a  result  of  M-X  DDA  construction 
in  Nevada/Utah  for  Proposed  Action  and 
Alternatives  1-6. 


HYDROLOGIC  SUBUNIT 
AREA 


■  SKORT-TSP.li  AND  LOJ 

AUU  - - 

CONCENTRATION  ESTI HATED  LOSS  AS  % 

■■■■  IN. AREA1  AUM  '■  OF  TOTAL 

V-  •  -  LOSS'.  AUMS  IN  AREA 


POTENTIAL 
IMPACT* . 


Subunits  with  M-X  Clusters  and  DTN 


Snake 

Pine> 

White 

Fish  Springs 
Dugway 

Coveroneut  Creek 
Sevier  Desert 
Sevier  Desert-Dry  Lake 
Wah  V ah 

Gig  Smoky-Tonopah  Flat 
Kobeb 

Monitor — Northern 

Moot  to: - Southern 

Ralston 
Alkill  Spring 
Cactus  Flat 
Stone  Cabin 1 
Antelope 
u  .  -1.Y 


Newark 

Little  Smoky — Northern 

Little  Smoky — Southern 

Hot  Creek 

Penoyer 

Coal 

Garden 

Railroad — Southern 
Railroad — Northern 
Jakes  * 

Long 

Uutte — South 

Steptoe 

Cave  2 

Dry  Lake 

Delamar 

Lake 

Spring 

Hamlin 

Patterson 

White  River 

Pahroc 

Pahranagat 


Overall  DDA  Impact 


3833-1 

I  ~1  No  AUM  reduct i  on  (No  ALU  concentration). 

rrr  L  D  E-ow  -  Moderately  Low  Impact  (Low  AUM  Concentration).  Projected 

AUU  reductions  representing  less  than  1  percent  of  AUMs  in  the 
hydrologic  subunit  or  totalling  less  than  200  AUMsd* 

Eit^iaCHD  Moderate  -  Moderately  High  Impact  (Moderate  AUM  Concentrations). 

Projected  AUM  reductions  representing  1-5  percent  of  AUMs  in  the 
hydrologic  subunit  or  totalling  200-500  AUMs. 

High  Impact  (High  AUM  Concentrations).  Projected  AUM  reductions 
representing  S  percent  or  more  of  those  in  the  hydrologic  subunit 
or  totalling  500  or  more  AUMs. 

Conceptual  locacton  of  Area  Support  Center  (ASC). 
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fable  1.3. 1.6-1.  Potential  direct  impact  to  pronghorn--  in 

Nevada/Utah  DDA  for  the  Proposed  Action  and 
Alternatives  1-6. 


"ideologic  subunit 


A3UNDANCE  %  HABITAT 
INDEX1  LOSS- 


LQNG-TEUM  effects 


%  HABITAT  • 
LOSS 


38 

f  — J  No  impact.  (No  range  or  key  habitat  present  for  Abundance  Index.) 

|lt!hi'!i|'rij|)j  Moderate  impact.  (Range  present  for  Abundance  Index.) 

High  (significant)  impact.  (Key  habitat  present  for  Abundance  Index.) 

Habitat  loss  during  construction,  including  a  1  mile  (1.6  km)  avoidance  effect  zone 
around  all  construction  activities. 

Loss  of  any  key  habitat  or  more  than  50  percent  of  range  in  hydrologic  subunit  is 
considered  significant.  Loss  of  26-50  percent  range  is  considered  moderate  and 
loss  of  under  26  percent  of  range  in  a. hydrologic  subunit  is  considered  insignificant. 


3825-3 


■  r. 


Table  4. 3. 1.6-2.  Potential  overall  impact  to  pronghorn  resuT 


HYDROLOGIC  SUBUNIT 
•:  oa; COUNTY 


Subunits  or  Counties  within  OB  Suitability  Are 


ABUNDANCE* 
INDEX'-*:  • 


ALT.  1 


PROPOSED-  . 

ACTION  '.  .  * 

-'  COYOTE  COYOTE  " 

SPRING/  -  SPRING/. 
!  MILFORD  BERYL' 


1  of  2). 

.  . 

ATED  OVERALL 

IMPACT. 1  . 

ALT.'.  2 

ALT.  3 

COYOTE  ■ 

BERYL/ 

SPRING/ 

ELY 

DELTA 

Curry.  NU*  , 
Hartley,  TX 


fleeted  Subunits  or  Counties 


< ;  :  1 1  •  c.  i  •  i :  s  i  *  1 1  m  m  <  1 1 1  * 


illiilU'lilii 


Snake 
Pine 
Vv'nite 

Fish  Springs 
Dugwav 

Government  Creek 
Sevier  Desert-Dry  Lake- 
Pa  rowan 
Vlilford:- 
Cedar  Spring 
Beryl -Enter prise 
Wah  Wah 

Little  Smoky  N  &  S 
183  Lake-' 

1S-1  Spring". 

1SS  Tippet  • 

196  Hamlin 
202  Patterson 


Overall  Alternative 
Impact 


i  l  No  impact.  (No  range  or  key  habitat  present  lor  Abundance  Index.) 

DJUiJIUlui!  Moderate  impact.  (P.ange  present  Xor  Abundance  Index.) 

t  High  (significant)  impact.  (Key  habitat  present  lor  Abundance  Index.) 

Conceptual  location  of  Area  Support  Centers  (ASCs)  for  the  Proposed  Action  and 
Alternatives  1-6.  - 

Conceptual  location  of  Area  Support  Centers  (ASCs)  for  Alternative  7. 
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Table  4. 3. 1.6-2. 


Potential  overall  impact  to  pronghorn 
resulting  from  construction' and  opera¬ 
tion  .of  M-X  operating  bases  for  the 
Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives  1-8 
(page  2  of  2) .  r  ' 


ESTIMATED  overall  impact1 


HYDROLOGIC  SUBUNIT 
OR  COUNTY . 


Subunits  or  Counties  within  OB  Suitability  Area 


nevier  Uesert 
Sevier  Desert-Dry  Lake 
Milford  1 

52  |  Lund  District 

Seryl -Enterprise 
Sieptoe 
210  I  Coyote  Springs 
219  |  Muddy  River  Springs 


ALT.  5 

ALT.  6  ■- 

...  -ALT.  7 

ALT.  8 

MILFORD/ 

ELY 

MILFORD/ 

COYOTE 

SPRING 

CLOVIS/ 

DA.LHART 

COYOTE 

SPRING/ 

CLOVIS 

lBB84guuBagggaaa5wai 


Curry ,  NM 
Hartley.  TX* 


larouinnHimmi! 


Otner  Affected  Subunits  or  Counties 


4 

6 

6 

Snake 

Pine 

White 

7 

rish  Springs 

8 

Dugway 

9 

Government  Creek 

4oA 

Sevier  Besert-Drv  Lake* 

49 

Parowan 

50 

Milford1 

51 

Cedar  Spring 

53 

Eery 1 -Enterprise 

54 

Wah  Wah 

155 

Little  Smoky  N  &  S 

iaa 

Lake 

184 

Spring  . 

135 

Tippet 

195 

Hajr.lin 

202 

Patterson 

Overall  Alternative 

Impact 

iliiiill'iil  1 1 L I •  1 1 i ■  i 


I  I  Ho  impact.  (No  range  or  key  habitat  present  for  Abundance  Index. 0 

CnmnUGIID  Moderate  impact.  (Range  present  for  Abundance  Index.) 

I  -  1 .  -  •  High  (significant)  impact.  (Key  habitat  present  for  Abundance  Index.) 

Conceptual  location  of  Area  Support  Centers  (ASCs)  for  the  Proposed  Action  and 
Alternatives  1-6. 

Conceptual  location  of  Area  Support  Centers  (A5Cs)  for  Alternative  7i 
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Table  4; 3. ‘1.6-3.: 


Potential  impact  to  pronghorn  . 
resulting  from  construction  and 
operation  .of  ;  M-X  DDA  for  • 
Alternative  7 . 


. :  1  v  A 

.'VV4 

\P 

'•/  j  y  :  •• 

1-1  .  X  -  J  t. 


short-term  .  . 

LONG-TERM 

COUNTY 

ABUNDANCE  ’ 
INDEX1..! 

-~a  Rivrp  ESTIMATED 

OVERALL 
LOSS.  V-  '  IMPACT* 

**§“ '  *332? 

buna  IMPACT 

Counties  with  M-X  Clusters  and  DTN 


Bailey.  TX 
Castro.  TX  !  . 
Cochran.  TX' 
Dallam.  TX 
Deaf  Smith,  TX1 
Hartley.  TX2 
Hockley.  TX 
Lamb,  TX 
Oldham,  TX 
Parmer.  TX 
Randall.  TX 
Shera-a ,  TX  ' 
Swisher.  TX 
Chaves.  NM 
Curry.  Nil'  ! 
DeBaca.  Nil 
Guadalupe,  KM 
Harding.  KM 
Lea.  Nil 
Quay,  NM 
Roosevelt ,  NM2 
Union  .•  Nil 


nTTTmlliTillTTTllH 

iTHpitinlnan 

1:  i  •iTfuTTlTTTTr  j  I  i 


irmTitiinTiTiiii  uij 

IiTTmtlniiimirF^ 

ITIiiiiTilfi'lililfflTi 

riniini!i|iiuiiijir 

(WTrTTrfarntn 

fmiifiTrnnmiE 


Overall  Alternative  Impact 


3829-2 


i  I  No  impact.'-  (No  range  or  key  habitat  present  for 

-  .  Abundance  Index.) 

nmilnrrm  *  Moderate  -  impact.  (Range  present  for  Abundance  Index.) 

S3IE~3  High  '(significant)  impact.-  (Key  habitat  present  for  Abundance  Index. 

'Conceptual  location.of  Area  Support  Center  (ASC). 

’Loss  of  any  key  habitat  or  more. than  50  percent  of  range  In  county  Is 
considered  significant  (High  impact).  Loss  of  26-50  percent  range  in 
a  county  is  considered  moderate,  and  loss  of  25  percent  or  less  of  range  in  a 
couoty  is  considered  Insignificant  (No  impact). 
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'able  4. 3. 1.6-4. 


HYOKOLOCrC  SUilUS  IT 
OR  COUNTY 


Potential  impact  to  pronghorn  in  Nevada/ 
Utah  and  Texas/New  Mexico  DDAs  for 
Alternative  8. 


SHORT- TE.HI  EFFECTS  I  LONG-TERM  EFFECTS  (•  i  || 


ABUNDANCE 
.  INDEX1 


Subunits  or  Counties  with  St— X  Clusters  and  D7N 


%  HA3I 
LOSS 

TAT 

RANG 

i 

ei 

4 

1 

Snake J  •  '  ‘  | 

5 

Pine  .  1 

6 

White  ...  j 
Fish  Springs  j 
Sevier  Desert 

7 

46 

46  A 

Sevier  Deserc  -  Dry  Lake2 j 

54 

Wan  Wan  j 

1 55C 

Little  Smoky — Southern  j 

156 

Rot  Creek 

!  70 

Penoyer  | 

17  1 

Coal  1 

172 

Garden 

173  A 

Railroad — Southern 

1733 

Railroad — Northern 

ISO 

Cave 

1S1 

Dry  Lake1 

132 

Delamar 

1S3 

ISA 

Spring 

106 

Hamlin 

202 

Patterson 

0C7 

White  River 

208 

Pah roc 

6a i ley . 

TX 

Cochr:tn 

t:< 

Dallam. 

t:< 

Deaf  Smith. 

Hartley 

TX 

Hockley 

TX 

Lamb.  TX 

Oldham . 

TX 

Parmer. 

TX 

Chaves . 

NU 

De3acar  N 
Guadalupe 
Harding , 
Lea,  Nil  • 
Q 


Roosevelt 
Union.  Nil 


Overall  Nevada/Utah 


Overall  Texas/New  Mexico 


fiO  I  45 
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iwtMa 

15 

,.|! 

0 

iiiiMiTbiji  • 

9 

ill'iTl|.!!|: 

25 

9 

%  HABITAT 
ESTIMATED  LOSS 
OVERALL  ' 

IMPACT 1 


i  Min 


Himir.i 


WiH 


S 

ernative  8 

rrT7.-rr.Tr~l 

1 

. [ 

_ _J  No  impact.  (No  range  or  key  habitat  present  lor  Abundance  index.) 

t’FrN’m  Moderate  impact.  (Range  present  (or  Abundance  Index.) 

.  .  -.-1  High  (significant)  impact.  (Key  habitat  present  (or  Abundance  Index.) 

Conceptual  location  of  Area  Support  Center  (ASC). 

Loss  of  any  key  habitac  or  more  than  50  percent  of  range  in  hydrologic  subunit  or 
county  is  considered  significant.  Loss  of  26-50  percent  range  is  ..-ansicered  moder 
ar.d  loss  of  under  25  percent  of  range  in  a  hydrologic  subunit  or  .  :r.ty  is  cor.sidt 
insignificant.  Any  key  habitat  loss  remaining  after  construction  ;-uld  cause  a 
moderate  impact. 

Habitat  loss  daring  construction.  This  includes  a  1  mile  (1.6  km)  avoidance  tone 
around  .all  construction  .act. Lvit  les  ...  „  -—.I-* 
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lGtound-V/acer  Availability  based  on  plate  l-l,US8r5  Professional  Paper  813;G  -  3926-3 

(Eakin,  Price  and  Harrill,  1976.)  "  '  ,  " 

“Data  not  available.  '  • 

No  impact. (Low  availability.) 

Low  potential  for  impact.  (Moderately  low  availability) 
Moderate  potential  for  impact.  (Moderate  availability) 
High  potential  for  impact.  (High  availability) 

2 

Conceptual  location  of  Area  Support  Centers  (ASCs). 

3.  Methodology  for  impact  assessment  presented  in  Section  4.I.2.3. 


Moderate  impact.  (Moderate  availability) 
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Comment  Letters  on  BCP  Deliverables 


UTAH  MX  COORDINATION  OFFICE 


SCOTT  M.  MATHESON 
GOVERNOR 


May  12,  1981 


Wayne  Snowbarger 
Captain,  USAF 
AFRCE-MX/DEVC 

Norton  Air  Force  Base,  California  92409 
Dear  Captain  Snowbarger: 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  Deliverables  24,  8  {for  Beryl  and 
Milford)  and  5.  Due  to  the  compressed  timetable,  a  thorough  analysis  was 
not  possible.  Nevertheless,  we  feel  that  our  comments  encompass  most  of 
the  major  deficiencies  in  the  deliverables.  Additional  detailed  comments 
from  the  private  sector  will  be  forwarded  as  received. 

General  Comments  on  Deliverable  24:  Work  Plan 

This  is  our  second  review  of  Deliverables  24  {see  our  letter  of  April  2, 

1981).  In  general,  most  of  the  concerns  previously  enumerated  have  not 
been  incorporated  adequately,  or  in  some  instances  at  all,  in  the  Work 
Plan.  Again,  we  must  reiterate  that  the  Work  Plan  does  not  properly  address 
the  dynamic  interrelationship  of  a  military  base  with  the  surrounding  human 
environment,  either  as  an  insulated  {closed)  community  or  as  it  {realistically) 
relates  to  the  surrounding  communities.  For  the  most  part,  we  find  that 
comments  I,  II,  IV,  and  V  (pages  1  to  3  of  our  April  2,  1981  letter)  have 
not  been  included,  or  are  inadequately  treated  in  the  Work  Plan. 

Specific  Comments  on  Deliverable  24:  Work  Pla n 


448  EAST  400  SOUTH,  SUITE  103 
SALT  LAKE  CITY,  UTAH  84111 

Phone  (801 )  364-9647 


KENNETH  C.  OLSON 
PROJECT  MANAGER 


Chapter  Page  Para.  Comments 

24.2.1  2  1  Although  Quality  of  Life  is  a  key 

goal  of  the  Base  Comprehensive  Plan, 
the  term  "high"  is  not  defined.  For 
that  matter,  none  of  the  five  major 
goals  are  adequately  defined,  nor 
are  the  methods  of  their  enumerated 
evaluation  clearly  specified. 


Figure  2 


The  goals  include  a  sixth  goal  of  Air 
Forst  Cost  and  Funding  that  has  not 
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Chapter 


24.2.2 


24.2.5 


Figure  2 


Page  Para.  Comments 

been  discussed  in  the  text.  Further¬ 
more,  the  terms  and  phrases  listed 
below  the  goals  are  incomplete,  vague 
and  indefined.  For  example,  under 
Quality  of  Life,  economics  is  not 
considered  a  component;  environmental 
sensitivity  which  is,  is  a  meaningless 
phrase. 

In  principle,  the  goal  assessment  and 
evaluation  process  outlined  seems 
reasonable.  However,  given  the 
almost  total  lack  of  uniformly  dis¬ 
tributed  in-depth  data  for  the  areas 
under  consideration,  the  "process" 
amounts  to  nothing  more  than  professional 
judgements.  Making  these  judgements 
would  be  difficult  for  the  most  know¬ 
ledgeable  state  and  local  professionals. 

It  would  be  more  so  for  the  Air  Force 
and/or  their  contractors.  The  incomplete 
data  and  lack  of  directly  relevant  exper¬ 
ience  with  the  areas  under  study  could 
result  in  poor  siting  decisions.  The 
Air  Force  and  its  contractors  should  be 
forthright  arid  indicate  that,  in  general, 
areas  will  be  selected  on  the  basis  of 
unsubstantiated  personal  preference  and 
drop  the  pretense  of  rational  selection. 

5  1  Several  of  the  key  aspects  are  so  vague 

and  generalized  as  to  be  meaningless. 

For  example.  Maximum  Use  of  Prior  Work, 
Concurrent  On-Base/Off-Base  Planning, 
etc.,  are  not  adequately  described. 

It  is  neither  acceptable  nor  appropriate 
to  consolidate  the  assessment/evaluation 
of  natural  resources  and  human  resources 
(see  our  letter  of  April  2,  1981). 

Since  the  base  will  foster  working  and 
social  relationships,  it  is  incompre¬ 
hensible  that  such  little  attention  is 
being  given  to  the  human  resource  category. 


24.4.8 


128 


It  should  be  noted  that  the  Utah  Congress¬ 
ional  Delegation  consists  of:  Senator 
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Chapter  Page  Para.  Comments 

Orrin  Hatch,  Senator  Jake  Garn, 
Representative  Dan  Marriott  and 
Representative  James  Hansen. 

24.5  The  intergration/interrelationship  of 

the  human  environment  and  the  base  is 
not  addressed  in  the  Work  Plan.  There 
will  be  a  natural  resources  plan,  an 
environmental  quality  plan,  a  communi¬ 
ties  plan,  etc.,  but  there  is  no  plan 
for  preserving/enhancing  the  economic- 
social-cul tural -psychological  elements 
of  the  base  and  the  regiom.  There  is 
no  deliverable  that  will  evaluate,  assess, 
note  or  -otherwise  cursorily  mention  the 
human  environment.  Much  data  are  to 
be  gathered,  analyzed  and  evaluated  by 
planners,  architects,  engineers,  etc., 
all  in  isolation  from  the  region  in 
which  the  base  will  be  located.  This 
serious  omission  is  evidence  of  a  lack 
of  commitment  to  integrate  the  base 
into  the  region.  The  emphasis  is  on 
structures  and  not  on  people;  it  should 
be  the  other  way  around. 

General  Comments  on  Deliverable  8:  Land  Use  Plans  -  Milford  and  Beryl 

The  almost  total  lack  of  substantive  information  contained  in  this  Land  Use 
Plan  is  appalling,  notwithstanding  the  early  due  date  of  this  deliverable. 
Furthermore,  it  is  completely  inappropriate  and  unsupportable  to  assign 
preferences  to  alternative  base  location  sites  at  this  time.  There  is  a 
great  danger  (given  not  only  the  paucity  of  information  contained  in  this 
deliverable,  but  also  the  general  lack  of  site-specific  information  contained 
in  the  DEIS,  Fugro  documents,  etc.)  that  a  poor  ^ite  will  be  selected.  It 
is  one  thing  to  delineate  alternative  sites  at  this  early  stage;  this  would 
seem  to  be  the  logical  course  of  action  to  follow.  However,  preferential 
assignment  is  not  only  premature  but  needlessly  prejudicial. 

The  summary  sheet  (Assumptions  Made  and  Confirmation  Needed)  is  confusing. 

It  should  be  in  the  back  (not  in  the  front)  of  the  document,  or  detailed 
maps  should  be  included. 

The  regional  graphic  is  unnecessary  and  should  be  eliminated.  The  detailed 
graphics  are  generally  unacceptable.  The  data  tend  to  be  inconsistent, 
obscure  and/or  incomplete  from  map  to  map.  The  figure  titles  are  also 
obscure.  Furthermore,  it  is  not  at  all  clear  how  to  use  the  maps  to  assess 
the  exclusion  and  evaluation  factors. 
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Again,  while  it  is  recognized  that  this  is  an  early  deliverable,  there  is 
an  uneven  treatment  of  land  ownership  and  land  resource  management  issues. 
Furthermore,  these  factors  are  not  discussed  in  regional  context. 

Two  items  are  referenced  in  the  deliverable  that  are  not  in  our  possession 
(i.e.,  Ertec  sites  and  Deliverable  1).  Until  they  are  provided,  it  is 
not  possible  to  evaluate  these  sections  of  the  plan. 

The  population  estimates  as  derived  appear  to  be  driven  by  different  inputs 
and  assumptions  than  seen  elsewhere.  The  data  sources,  projection  meth¬ 
odology  and  critical  assumptions  should  be  discussed  in  depth  and  the  rationale 
for  another  set  of  population  estimates  should  be  provided. 

The  geologic  stability  of  the  areas  under  consideration  needs  to  be  examined 
in  detail  by  those  with  the  appropriate  technical  expertise  before  sites  are 
comparatively  evaluated.  In  addition,  since  mineral  potential  plays  a  key 
role  in  siting,  v/here  the  potential  is  unknown,  the  drilling  program  option 
should  be  discussed;  it  is  most  appropriate  for  a  base  since  development  of  a 
large  tract  of  land  will  be  precluded. 


Specific  Comments  on  Deliverable  3:  Land  Use  Plan  -  Milford 


Chapter  Page 

Assumptions  Made  and 
Confirmation  Needed 


8.1.1 


1 


8.1.3 


3 


Para.  Comments 


3  Reference  is  made  to  the  water  source 
being  relocated  to  eliminate  the  bird 
strike  hazard;  indicate  in  more  detail 
how  this  will  be  done  and  where  it  will 
be  relocated. 

4  Reference  is  made  to  the  completed  DEIS. 

In  fact,  this  is  only  a  Tier  I  DEIS. 

Many  sections  of  this  DEIS  state  that 
more  detailed  data  will  be  included  in 
subsequent  tiers.  Therefore,  it  is 

not  now  a  complete  document  until  all 
tiers  are  completed.  The  last  sentence 
of  this  paragraph  says  that  the  DEIS 
is  serving  as  a  primary  data  base. 

Since  much  of  the  primary  data  were  not 
included  in  the  DEIS,  it  cannot  serve 
as  a  primary  data  base;  in  addition, 
the  DEIS  has  already  been  found  by 
the  State  of  Utah  to  be  grossly  deficient. 

3  Economics  is  a  component  of  Quality  of 

Life.  Furthermore,  it  is  inconsistent 
to  merely  consider  (not  plan  or  provide 
for)  social/psychological  needs. 
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8.2.1  4 


8. 2. 2. 2  5 


8. 2. 2. 3  5-6 


8. 2. 2. 7  7 


8. 2. 2. 7  7 


Para.  Comments 

5  The  technical  team  that  did  the  site 
survey  visited  this  particular  site 
as  well  as  other  sites  during  March  of 
1981.  These  individuals  could  only  . 
have  made  a  cursory  analysis  of  the 
visual,  cultural,  and  sociological 
impacts  and  aesthetic  value  of  the 
property. 

1  There  is  a  reference  to  Utah  trust 
lands  comprising  10  percent  of  the 
area .  There  i  s  no  reference  made  of 
any  attempt  whatsoever  to  discuss  the 
acquisition  with  the  state  or  even 
assess  whether  the  state  is  interested 
in  giving  up  the  land  to  the  Air  Force. 
Force.  Earlier  negotiations  between 
the  state  and  the  Air  Force  should  be 
discussed,  describing  the  conditions 
under  which  that  land  would  be  made 
available  to  the  Air  Force. 

1  Wildlife,  wildlife  habitat  and  Wildlife- 
related  recreation  and  hunting  are  addi¬ 
tional  major  land  uses  that  should  be 
included  in  the  discussion. 

The  discussion  should  include  other 
forms  of  wildlife  in  the  vicinity  zone, 
sue’)  as:  mourning  dove,  pheasant, 
cottontail  rabbit,  badger,  kit  fox, 
bobcat,  raptors,  small  mammals,  passerine 
birds,  waterfowl,  amphibians  and  reptiles. 
The  feral  horse  should  not  be  included 
in  the  same  context  as  wildlife.  Prong¬ 
horn  antelope  range  includes  all  the 
vicinity  zone,  which  is  not  the  same  for 
mule  deer. 

2  The  text  mentions  eight  springs,  but 
only  six  are  shown  on  Figure  C.  Addi¬ 
tional  wells  that  provide  important 
wildlife  water  holes  should  be  shown. 
Springs  are  stated  to  have  exclusionary 
influence  yet  are  shown  on  the  evaluation 
factors  map  rather  than  on  the  exclusion 
factors  map.  This  should  be  corrected. 
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3. 2. 2. 7 


8.2.3 


8.2.3  and 
Figure  B 


Figure  C 


Figure  D 


Page 

7 


8-11 


8 


Para.  Comments 

3  Pronghorn  antelope  range  occurs  virtually 

all  throughout  the  vicinity  zone  and 
includes  key  habitat  south  of  the 
Shauntee  Hills  and  east,  south  and 
southwest  of  Blue  Mountain.  This  should 
be  corrected  and  additional  data  should 
be  included  in  the  discussion. 

The  site  selection  process,  and  in  parti¬ 
cular  the  exclusion  and  evaluation  factors, 
need  to  be  discussed  in  greater  detail. 
State  and  local  participation  in  the 
development  of  factors,  as  well  as  their 
preferences  for  discretionary  trade¬ 
offs,  must  be  incorporated  into  the 
site  selection  process. 

2  Shauntee  Hills  and  Blue  Mountain  prong¬ 

horn  antelope  key  habitat  areas  and 
all  wildlife  v/ater  holes  are  equally 
important  and  should  be  shown  as  exclu¬ 
sion  factors  in  addition  to  sage  grouse 
winter  ground. 

Only  six  of  the  numerous  wildlife 
water  sources  are  shown.  Other  springs 
and  wells  that  provide  wildlife  watering 
sites  should  be  included. 

The  pronghorn  antelope  distribution 
shown  is  incorrect.  It  is  not  the  same 
as  mule  deer  and  feral  horse  range,  and 
should  not  be  included  in  the  same  con¬ 
text  as  the  feral  horse. 

Pronghorn  antelope  range  includes  all 
the  area,  not  just  the  western  edge  or 
the  northern  boundary.  This  should  be 
corrected.  Range  of  numerous  other 
forms  of  wildlife  includes  all  or  part 
of  the  area  and  should  be  included  in 
the  discussion  for  both  southern  and 
central  Milford. 

Raptors  and  passerine  birds  ranges 
include  all  the  area,  not  just  Lund 
Flats,  and  should  be  included  in  the 
discussion  for  both  southern  and  central 
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Milford.  Also*  Lund  Flat  is  not  the 
sole  perennial  water  source  for  birds; 
there  are  additional  wells  and  springs. 

There  are  springs  and/or  wells  within 
and  near  adjacent  to  the  central  site 
which  should  be  shown.  Numerous  other 
springs  and  wells  and  Blue  Mountain 
key  pronghorn  antelope  habitat  should 
be  included  for  both  southern  and 
central  Milford.  The  entire  area  pro¬ 
vides  important  habitats  for  numerous 
other  wildlife,  such  as:  mourning  dove, 
cottontail  rabbit,  raptors,  passerine 
birds  (horned  lark),  badger,  kit  fox, 
small  mammals  and  reptiles.  These 
should  be  included. 

Figure  E  The  southern  Milford  site  at  the  mouth 

of  Fisher  Wash  would  cause  high  signi¬ 
ficant  direct  impact  on  key  pronghorn 
antelope  habitat  and  other  wildlife 
habitat  and  also  cause  high  significant 
indirect  impacts  on  transplanted  colonies 
of  the  endangered  Utah  prairie  dog,  as 
well  as  to  deer,  elk  and  a  variety  of 
other  wildlife.  Addititional  study  is 
necessary  to  determine  if  the  impacts  on 
wildlife  would  be  greater  or  less  than 
the  central  Milford  site. 

This  shows  that  the  proposed  access 
road  runs  right  between  two  high  power 
lines  for  IPP.  Three  pages  later  in 
Figure  G,  it  shows  that  the  only  access 
to  the  airfield  and  the  complex  will 
be  a  road  running  between  high  power 
lines  for  IPP.  The  obvious  opportunities 
for  disaster,  not  only  to  the  MX  base 
itself,  but  to  the  IPP  transmission 
lines  by  having  vehicular  traffic  routinely 
passing  between  the  towers  of  the  high 
power  line  would  seem  to  be  overwhelming. 

The  central  Milford  site  east  of  Blue 
Mountain  would  cause  high  significant 
direct  impact  on  key  pronghorn  antelope 


Figure  F 

V 
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habitat  and  other  wildlife  habitat, 
and  also  cause  high  significant  indirect 
impacts  on  transplanted  colonies  of  the 
endangered  Utah  prairie  dog,  as  well  as 
to  deer,  elk  and  a  variety  of  other 
wildlife.  Lamoreaux  well  (on  the  Jockey 
Road)  and  six  additional  wells  would  be 
directly  impacted  by  an  OB  at  the  central 
Milford  site.  Additional  study  is  nec¬ 
essary  to  determine  if  the  impacts  on 
wildlife  would  be  greater  or  less  than  the 
preferred  southern  Milford  OB  site. 

8.2.5  14  The  meets  and  bound  descriptions  of  the 

area  should  identify  who  owns  the  lands. 

At  least  for  Township  31  South,  Range  14 
West,  Sections  2,  16  and  36  are  in  the 
state  inventory.  There  is  no  reference 
to  the  fact  that  the  state  owns  them,  nor 
is  there  any  reference  to  the  fact  that  all 
of  these  properties  are  under  oil  and  gas 
lease,  geothermal  lease  and  metall iferous 
minerals  leases.  There  is  also  an  "un¬ 
noticed"  lack  of  Section  26,  which  by 
logical  boundary  of  such  an  outline  would 
have  to  be  included  in  the  overall  pro¬ 
gram.  For  Township  32  South,  Range  14 
West,  there  is  no  reference  to  the  fact 
that  there  are  adjacent  properties  of 
the  state  (notably  Sections  3  and  10) 
which  will  be  impacted  by  location  of  a 
base;  there  is  again  no  reference  as  to 
what  the  impacts  will  be  or  what  it  means. 
The  southern  half  of  Section  1  is  also 
completely  under  lease  for  oil  and  gas, 
geothermal  and  metalliferous  minerals; 
there  is  no  reference  to  this  in  the  docu¬ 
ment.  In  Township  31  South,  Range  13 
West,  neither  section  belongs  to  the 
state,  but  the  adjacent  Section  32  has 
both  mineral  and  geothermal  leases  on  it. 
The  document  should,  as  a  minimum,  make 
reference  to  the  potential  impacts, 
(negative  or  positive)  that  such  a  project 
might  have  on  adjacent  and  peripheral 
lands. 
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Specific  Comments  on  Deliverable  8: 

8.1.1  1  4 

8.2.1  4  5 


8. 2. 2.1 


5 


1 


Comments 


The  assumption  that  the  number  of  life 
support  employees  living  off  the  base 
is  4,000  (less  if  near  an  established 
community),  suggests  that  the  Air 
Force  still  does  not  have  the  faintest 
idea  of  what  the  real  number  is  or 
whether  these  people  will  be  near  an 
established  community. 

There  is  also  a  reference  to  an  additional 
10,800  persons  that  could  be  housed  at 
or  near  the  base  in  1986,  for  a  total 
population  of  31,740.  Again,  the  docu¬ 
ment  does  not  deal  with  the  accommodation 
of  that  many  people.  Certainly  housing 
on-base  for  most  of  the  military  and 
the  high-paid  technical  civilians  will 
not  result  in  a  tax  base  adequate  to 
support  the  impacts  of  the  population. 

Here,  the  worst  case  total  is  shown  to 
be  43,000  people.  This  would  be  one 
of  the  largest  communities  in  Utah, 
and  certainly  would  be  overwhelming 
to  any  of  the  counties  in  the  region. 

It  is  obviously  glossed  over  in  the 
document. 

The  first  three  paragraphs  and  the 
subsequent  three  paragraphs  of  this 
page  are  the  same  text. 

Land  Use  Plan  -  Beryl 

See  comment  on  Deliverable  8:  Land 
Use  Plan  -  Milford:  Chapter  8.1.1, 
page  1,  paragraph  4. 

See  comment  on  Deliverable  8:  Land 
Use  Plan  -  Milford:  Chapter  8.2.1, 
page  4,  paragraph  5. 

Indian  Peak  is  a  topograbic  feature 
of  the  Needle  Range,  not  the  name  of 
the  mountain  range.  This  should  be 
corrected  throughout  this  document. 
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8. 2. 2. 7  8 


8. 2. 2. 7  8  2 


8.2.2. 7  8  3 


8.2.3  10  1 


Figure  B 


Comments 


Wildlife  and  related  recreation  and 
hunting  are  additional  major  land 
uses  that  should  be  included  in  the 
discussion. 

There  is  no  discussion  of  other  forms 
of  wildlife  in  the  vicinity,  such  as: 
the  endangered  bald  eagle,  elk,  bob¬ 
cat,  coyote,  kit  fox,  badger,  mourning 
dove,  pheasant,  cottontail  rabbit, 
small  mammals,  passerine  birds,  water- 
fowl,  amphibians  and  reptiles.  The 
feral  horse  should  not  be  included  in 
the  same  context  as  wildlife. 

The  text  mentions  19  springs,  but  only 
14  are  shown  on  Figure  C.  The  feral 
horse  should  not  be  included  in  the 
same  context  as  native  wildlife  species. 

Include  a  discussion  of  key  antelope 
habitat  including  and  east  of  Table 
Butte,  and  the  critically  important  year- 
round  deer  and  elk  winter  range  adjacent 
to  the  north  part  of  the  suitability  area. 

The  feral  horse  should  not  be  included 
in  the  same  context  as  wildlife. 

Elk  and  numerous  other  forms  of  wildlife 
utilize  the  springs  and  should  be  included 
in  the  discussion. 

The  Table  Butte  key  antelope  habitat  area 
is  as  important  as  sage  grouse  wintering 
ground  and  should  be  included  as  an 
exclusion  factor,  since  the  latter  is 
shown  as  an  exclusion  factor  in  Deliv¬ 
erable  8:  Land  Use  Plan  -  Milford: 

Figure  B.  In  addition,  wildlife  water 
holes  are  equally  a-s  important  and 
should  be  included  as  exclusion  factors 
rather  than  evaluation  factors,  as  rec¬ 
ommended  for  Deliverable  8:  Land  Use 
Plan  -  Milford:  Figure  B. 


The  figure  and  the  text  should  indi- 
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8.2.3  11 


8.2.3  12 


8. 3. 2.1  18 


Figure  E, 
Figure  F  and 
Figure  G 


Figure  H 


Para .  Comments 

cate  the  area  is  isolated  from  all  state 
roads  and  only  connected  to  them  by  low 
quality  county  roads. 

The  pronghorn  antelope  distribution  is 
grossly  incorrect  and  is  not  the  same 
as  the  mule  deer  or  feral  horse  range. 

It  should  be  changed  to  conform  with 
maps  provided  earlier  by  UDWR  to  HDR. 

4  The  OB  should  be  relocated  to  a  lower 

elevation  to  protect  important  v/i Id- 
life  habitat  with  springs  in  the  juniper- 
sagebrush  ecotone. 

6  Access  road  development  may  lead  to  the 

degradation  of  nonprivate  state  and 
federal  lands,  since  the  open  country 
recreationists  will  be  turned  loose  in 
areas  that  are  not  now  generally  accessed 
by  them. 

2  If  life  support  and  construction  workers 

are  interchangeable,  the  common  con¬ 
struction  label  should  be  used  so  that 
the  reader  would  understand  what  was 
being  said. 

Because  of  the  lower  location.  Alter¬ 
native  B  appears  to  be  the  least  damag¬ 
ing  to  wildlife.  Additional  studies 
are  necessary  to  determine  which  of 
these  alternatives  would  be  least  or 
most  damaging  to  wildlife.  Alternative 
C  appears  to  be  as  damaging  to  wildlife 
as  Alternative  A. 

Elk  and  other  wildlife  should  be 
included  in  the  evaluation  for  Alter¬ 
natives  A,  B  and  C.  Feral  horses 
should  not  be  included  in  the  same 
context  as  wildlife.  Direct  impacts 
on  antelope  and  other  wildlife  should 
also  be  included  for  Alternative  B. 

4  This  states  that  the  term  "civilian" 

has  different  meanings.  Again,  it 
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would  appear  we  are  playing  games 
with  the  semantics  in  order  to  mask 
what  is  really  going  on.  Civilians 
employed  by  the  installation  may  have 
additional  privileges  when  compared 
with  local  residents.  Specify  those 
privileges.  The  term  "government 
work  force"  is  used  to  describe  civil 
service  and  active  military  personnel. 
The  term  "contractor"  means  civilians 
only,  not  including  civil  service. 

This  appears  to  be  a  redefinition  of 
existing  terminology  so  that  the  public 
using  the  same  terms  will  be  confused. 
The  purpose  of  redefining  is  not  at 
all  clear. 

2  See  comment  on  Deliverable  8:  Land 

Use  Plan  -  Milford:  Chapter  8. 3. 2. 2, 
page  20,  paragraph  2. 


General  Comments  on  Deliverable  5:  Framework  for  Data  Management 


» 


► 


» 


» 


In  general,  the  framework  outlined,  while  sketchy,  seems  reasonable  as  a 
basis  for  organizing  data  related  to  Comprehensive  Base  Planning.  However, 
one  problem  which  has  plagued  the  Utah  MX  Coordination  Office  and  its 
state  agencies  has  been  the  inability  of  any  given  Air  Force  contractor  to 
recover  and  utilize  data  previously  furnished  to  any  other  Air  Force  con¬ 
tractor.  It  will  be  the  policy  of  the  State  of  Utah  not  to  furnish  dup¬ 
licate  copies  of  data  already  supplied  to  the  Air  Force  and  its  contractors 
under  previous  requests. 

Specific  Comments  on  Deliverable  5:  Framework  for  Data  Management 


5.3 


5. 4. 1.5 


5.4.3 


4  '  5 


8,9 


12  2 


Note  again  that  the  State  of  Utah 

will  not  furnish  data  to  EDAW  which 

has  been  previously  furnished  to  the 

Air  Force  or  other  Air  Force  contractors.  » 

The  organization  of  such  categories 
clearly  illustrate  once  more  the  lack 
of  attention  being  paid  to  socioeconomic 
data,  human  resources  and  impacts  on 
the  human  environment.  • 

We  suggest  EDAW  consider  making  pro¬ 
visions  for  handling  of  information 
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Sincerely,  - 

A  . '  . 

.  /•—  ' 

Kenneth  C.  Olson 
Project  Manager 

i 

KtO:de 


cc  Ralph  Starr 
Steve  Bradhurst 
Lon  Wyrick 


Comments 


requested  from  state  and  local 
government  agencies. 

Under  listings  for  Utah,  please  note 
that  the  Utah  MX  Coordination  Office 
not  only  prefers  that  all  information 
requests  be  routed  through  them,  they 
require  that  such  requests  be  so 
di rec ted. 


Hi 


May  13,  1931 


Way ns  Snowbargsr 
Captain,  USAF 

AFRC£-MX?DEVC  ..  . 

Norton  AF3,  CA  92409 

Dear  Captain  Snowbarger: 

Ua  are  pleased  to  have  the  ppportiiaity  to  comment  on  Deliverable  £'3 
( Modular/ Prefabricated  Construction  Capability  and  Evaluation)  that 
was  received  in  our  office  on  May  11,  1981.  We  need  to  emphasise  thit 
the  compressed  review  period  makes  it  extremely  difficult  to  do  an  ad¬ 
equate  analysis.  Originally  it  was  stated  that  we  would  have  a  full 
seven  (7)  working  days  to  comment  on  the  various  peports  (Base  Compre¬ 
hensive  Planning  Coordination  Letter  #1}.  However,  on  Deliverable  #3, 
we  have  had  less  than  five  days. 

General  Comments  .  - 


1.  We  would  concur  that  preeebrication/rnodular  construction  of 
many  of  the  base  facilities  is  theonly  ansuoer  to  meeting  a  compressed 
timetable  if  social  and  economic  impacts  are  to  be  held  to  a  minimum. 
It  would  be  helpful  to  koow  exactly  to  what  extent  the  Air  Force  can 
or  will  accept  these  types  of  units. 

2.  Little  information  is  given  in  this  reprot  on  how  the  housing 

of  construction  and  operation  employees  will  be  integrated  inti. the 
existing  communities  within  the  deployment  area.  This  is  a  recurring 
problem  area.  .  . 

Specific  Comments  . .  . 


Chapter  Page  Para. 
3. 1.2. 3  3  1 


3.3  6  1 


Comments 


An  expansion  of  the  point  aa  to 
whether  sufficient  thine  is  available 
for  completing  the  project  efficient¬ 
ly  and  economically  would  be  helpful 
in  planning  efforts. 

Charts  are  referenced  but  not  Identified 
by  a  specific  aumber  or  title.  Chart 


3.3.1  12  1 


3. 4.1.1  19  3 


3.4.1. 1  15  5 


3.4.2  17  1 

3.4.2  17-18  3- 

3.6.5  33  4—  5 

3.7  35  2 


Sincerely, 


Kenneth  C.  Olson 
Project  Manager 

KC0:sj 

CC:  Ralph  §!§rr 
Steve  Bradhurst 
Lon  Wyrich 
Ralph  Starr 


on  pane  3  under  paragraph  A  for  office 
facilities  shows  error  in  FY  83.  Should 
be  80,55S0rather  than  33,5500. 

Document  that  existing  fires  can 
prdduce  200  units  per  year.  Also 
it  is  unclear  as  to  whether  one  manu¬ 
facturer  can  produce  between  500-1000 
units  or  whether  this  refers  to  the 
entire  industry  output. 

Also,  how  will  increased  demand  over 
and  above  MX  requirements  effect  the 
availability. 

One  or  the  other  tables  seems  to  be 
incorrectly  labeSed.  Also,  Figure  3.1.1 
indicates  a  “table"  for  identification  of 
specific  projects,  but  no  such  table  ex¬ 
ists. 

Document  the  €xxon  Statement  on  potential 
oil  shale  development,  i.e.  inveatment, 
employees,  etc. 

Document  the  statements  such  as,  adequate 
capacity,  sufficient  number,  additional 
capacity  is  being  developed,  ability  to 
supply  200-300  units,  etc. 

•  t 

Kirby,  Inc.  not  only  has  franc'nized  deal¬ 
ers  in  Utah,  but  also  has  a  Fiarga  manu¬ 
facturing  operation  in  Spanish  Fork,  Utah 

Misspelled  words. 

Part  of  parahraph  is  missing. 


UTAH  MX  COORDINATION  OFFICE 

448  EAST  400  SOUTH,  SUITE  103 
SALT  LAKE  CITY,  UTAH  84111 

Phone  (801 i  354-9647 

SCOTT  M.  MATHESON 
GOVERNOR 


KENNETH  C  OLSON 
PROJECT  MANAGER 


June  10,  1981 


Wayne  Sr.owbarger 
Captain,  USAF 
AFRCE-MX/DEVC 

Morton  Air  Force  Base,  CA  92409 
Dear  Captain  Snowbarger: 

We  are  pleased  to  have  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  EOAW  Deliverables  6, 

7,  15  and  21.  Due  to  the  critical  shortness  of  the  timeframe,  a  complete 
review  was  not  possible.  We  have,  however,  reviewed  these  four  documents  in 
some  detail  and  trust  that  the  comments  provided  will  give  you  a  clear  perspec¬ 
tive  of  state  and  local  concerns. 

Deliverables  9,  10,  13  and  16  are  presently  being  reviewed  and  we  hope  to  have 
comments  to  you  within  a  few  days.  In  addition,  we  have  provided  copies  of 
these  reports  to  several  electric  power  companies.  Mountain  Fuel  Supply  Company 
and  Mountain  Bell  Telephone  Company.  Their  comments  will  be  forwarded  to  you 
under  separate  cover. 

Sincerely, 


Project  Manager 

l 

cc:  Ralph  Starr 

Steve  Bradhurst 
Lon  Wyrick 


Kenneth  C.  Olson 


Cn\ 


GFJiERAL  COMMENTS  OH  DELIVERABLES  6  AND  7:  SYNTHESIS  AMD  OVERVIEW  A??Q 
EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


We  have  no  comments  on  the  Synthesis  and  Overview  section  since  it  is  impossible 
to  tell  from  the  outline  precisely  what  is  intended.  As  this  document  goes  through 
subsequent  iterations,  we  intend  to  have  substantive  comments.  It  should  be 
mentioned,  however,  that  based  on  the  "content  outline",  it  appears  that  comprehen¬ 
sive  interaction  between  components  of  the  BCP  and  the  private  communities  is 
minimal,  if  not  non-existent. 

The  Executive  Summary  strikes  us  as  being  a  good  idea  since  v;e  understand  the  pur¬ 
pose  to  be  to  highlight  and  summarize  the  most  important  components  of  the  Base 
Comprehensi ve  Plan  (BCP)  as  currently  conceptualized  by  the  FDA'J-MX  team.  As  such 
it  represents  a  focal  point  for  assessing  the  E DAW -.MX  team's  views  on  important 
issues.  Our  review  comments  are  focused  accordingly. 

SPECIFIC  COMMENTS  ON  DELIVERABLES  6  AMD  7:  SYNTHESIS  AMD  OVERVIEW  AND 


EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 

Chapter  Page  Para 
6.3  ii  to  iii 

7.2.2  2  2 


7.2.2 


7.2.3 


2-3 


1-3 


7.3.1 


Comments 

Socioeconomic/quality-of-life  issues  should  be 
covered  here,  but  as  in  other  Deliverables,  little 
mention  is  made  of  these  important  issues. 

The  phrase  "many  environmental  considerations"  is 
misleading.  It  must  be  qualified  so  that  the  unsus¬ 
pecting  reviewer  realizes  that  most  of  these  consider¬ 
ations  are,  in  fact,  geotechnical  and  engineering 
constraints,  and  are,  therefore,  not  "environmental" 
in  the  normal  use  of  the  term. 

We  do  not  believe  there  was  enough  of  a  data  base  to 
do  this.  It  is  a  rationalization  of  what  was  done, 
not  a  rationale.  Selections  of  sites  within  vicinity 
zones  that  are  euphemistically  based  on  incomplete 
and  questionable  data  are  still,  quite  simply,  ration¬ 
alizations  of  personal  preferences.  Statements  like 
this  leave  the  uninitiated  reader  with  the  impression 
of  reasonableness  when,  in  fact,  this  is  not  the  case. 

If,  as  seems  likely  from  this  chapter  description, 
yet  another  demographic  set  of  data  will  be  generated, 
we  would  encourage  EDAW  to  fully  coordinate  with 
appropriate  demographers  in  .the  State  of  Utah. 

The  idea  that  the  BCP  natural  resources  plan  will 
include  plans,  programs  and  mitigation  strategies 
for  "protecting  off-si  to  resources,  developed  in  co¬ 
operation  with  the  regulatory  agencies  involved  with 
the  MX  project"  seems  to  be  an  inappropriate  concept. 


I 


7.3.2  Cntire  Section 


7.3.3  5  1 

7.3.3  5  3 

7.3.3  6  1 

7.3.3  6  3 


Plans,  mitigation  programs  and  regulations  for  off¬ 
site  resources  should  not  he  developed  by  EUAVi  but 
rather  be  developed  by  a  variety  of  other  actors 
including  state  agencies  (Wildlife  Resources,  Water 
Rights,  State  Land  Board),  federal  agencies  (Bureau 
of  Land  Management,  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  » 

USGS,  etc.),  and  to  a  limited  extent,  local  govern¬ 
ments.  If  EDAM  in  fact  believes  it  has  a  charge  to 
develop  such  Dlans,  this  matter  should  be  clarified 
promptly. 

This  entire  section  ignores  the  realities  of  the  * 

operation  of  environmental  laws  which  mandate  the 
participation  of  specified  federal  and  stage  agencies 
in  the  development,  review  and  approval  of  environ¬ 
mental  quality  plans  ranging  from  waste  water  treat¬ 
ment  through  the  handling  of  hazardous  wastes.  This 
section  should  specifically  identify  the  need  for 
BCP  interaction  with  those  entities  having  specific  • 
legal  responsibilities  for  either  development, 
approval  or  monitoring  of  such  plans. 


"Amending"  the  data  may  or  may  not  be  acceptable,  I  i 
depending  on  how  it  is  accomplished,  and  tends  to  ; 


fall  more  on  the  negative  side  (i.e.,  it  is  not 
acceptable).  This  needs  to  be  clarified. 

The  Utah  MX  Office  is  vitally  concerned  with  the 
issues  raised  in  the  last  paragraph  of  page  5  and  I 
the  top  of  page  6.  We  wish  to  know  how  social  and 
economic  impacts  are  beginning  to  be  identified. 

Since  the  Tier  1  DEIS  that  we  recently  reviewed  does 
not  cover  socioeconomic/quality-of-life  impacts  in 
any  detail,  will  a  supplemental  Tier  I  EIS  be 
required?  * 

The  State  of  Utah  would  like  the  opportunity  to 
review  and  comment  on  the  expanded  outlines. 

Reference  is  made  to  the  changes  which  will  occur  | 
in  the  Nevada  and  Utah  vicinity  zones  "even  in  the 
absence  of  MX."  This  statement  is  meaningless  unless 
relative  scale  is  discussed.  Baseline  growth  com¬ 
pared  to  the  tremendous  impacts  of  MX  deployment 
shows  that  this  statement  is  misleading.  The  way 
this  paragraph  now  reads  suggests  that  MX  will  not  » 
create  serious  impacts  because  a  lot  of  change  is 
going  to  occur  anyway.  Change  which  will  likely 
occur,  at  least  in  the  Utah  vicinity  zones,  is  pro¬ 
jected  to  be  quite  small  i'n  comparison  to  the 
enormous  size  of  MX. 

» 

The  fact  that  "EDAW's  approach  will  involve  manual 
calculations  exclusively"  is  of  some  concern.  Hand 
calculations  are  not  superior  to  automated  calcula¬ 
tions,  just  slower.  The  important  point  to 

» 


-2- 


7.3.3  6 


7.3.3  6 

7.4.1  8 

7.4.1  9 

7.4.1  9 


7.4.2 

9 

7.4.3 

10 

7.4.3 

10 

7.5.5 

14 

remember  is  the  mathematical  approximation  (manual 
or  automated)  is  simply  an  approximation  that  may  * 

or  may  not  he  a  useful  or  appropriate  applied  to 
a  real -world  situation. 

7  Reference  is  made  to  changes  that  are  unrelated  to 

MX  and  that  mitigation  of  non-MX  related  change  is  I 
not  thought  to  be  justifiable.  A  more  important 
issue  here  is  the  fact  that  for  some  types  of  facili¬ 
ties,  the  Utah  vicinity  zone  communities  have  excess 
capacity  for  expansion  in  some  facilities  which 
either  has  been  or  is  being  paid  for  by  existing 
taxpayers.  In  the  same  way  that  MX  assistance  should  » 
not  be  used  to  mitigate  non-MX  impacts,  MX  impacts 
should  not  be  permitted  to  soak  up  low-cost  exist¬ 
ing  capacity  without  reimbursement. 

8  We  fail  to  see  how  the  reference  on  apprenticeship 

and  training  programs  is  appropriately  part  of  EDAW's  * 
comprehensive  base  planning  effort. 

2  The  use  of  a  gravity  model  for  assigning  traffic  may 
or  may  not  be  appropriate;  additional  clarification/ 
justification  should  be  provided.  I 

1  Human  physiology?  If  EDAVJ  would  only  spend  half  as 
much  effort  on  socioeconomics,  it  would  be  more 
beneficial . 

2  This  paragraph  references  interaction  of  the  trans-  » 
portation  component  with  other  plans.  Some  reference 
should  also  be  made  to  the  fact  that  the  transporta¬ 
tion  component  of  the  BCP  obviously  must  interface 
with  off-base  highway  plans  which  will  be  developed 

by  State  Department  of  Transportation.  It  should  be 
clear  that  such  off-base  transportation  planning  is  I 
the  primary  responsibility  of  state  and  local  govern¬ 
ments  to  which  EOAW  will  make  recommendations  and 
suggestions,  not  the  other  way  around. 

1  It  is  unclear  whether  energy  demand  factors  include 

requirements  for  on-  and  off-base  housing.  * 

1  This  paragraph  should  speak  to  the  method  for  inter¬ 
facing  the  "planning  activities"  with  state  agencies. 

2  Makes  no  reference  to  Air  Force  MX  program  for  ^ 

renewable  energy  sources.  It  also  includes  a  casual 
off-hand  reference  to  available  natural  gas  supply 
systems  as  though  they  were  a  reality.  Such  is  not 
the  case. 

1  Suggests  that  optional  sites  for  life  support  are  » 

under  investigation.  We  make  a  point  of  the  fact 
that  state  and  local  governments  have  still  not  been 
given  access  to  information  regarding  these  sites. 
Continued  failure  of  the  Air  Force  and  other  contract 
ors  to  make  this  information  available  seriously  i 


compromises  various  aspects  of  the  base  planning 
effort.  In  this  regard,  we  note  that  consul tation 
is  needed  with  affected  parties  at  the  earliest 
stages  of  consideration  of  specific  proposals.  Fail¬ 
ure  to  do  so,  only  slows  the  process  down. 

It  would  certainly  be  our  preference  to  discuss  our 
recommendations  for  off-base  land  use,  rather  than 
being  given  a  set  of  recommendations  formulated  by 
EDAM  or  the  Air  Force. 


GENERAL  COMMENTS  ON  DELIVERABLE  21:  COMPREHENSIVE  DESIGH  GUIDANCE 

Vie  concur  that  the  Comprehensive  Design  Guide  is  a  desirable  objective  for  determin¬ 
ing  harmonious  archi tectural  qualities,  and  we  would  encourage  this  process  to 
remain  compatible  with  the  local  surrounding  areas.  It  is  not  difficult  to  envision 
that  an  entity  as  large  as  the  proposed  operating  base  could  change  the  entire 
perspective  of  the  region  in  which  it  is  located.  We  will  be  very  interested  in 
seeing  the  illustrations  that  are  designed  for  the  base. 

It  appears  there  may  be  some  conflict  in  the  key  responses  articulated  by  the  Air 
Force  in  chapter  21.1.1,  and  the  mix  of  on-base  versus  off-base  facilities  that 
would  be  desirable  by  local  elected  officials.  A  decision  on  the  on-base/off-base 
configuration  would  be  extremely .helpful  in  the  local/state  planning  process. 

SPECIFIC  COMMENTS  ON  DELIVERABLE  21:  COMPREHENSIVE  DESIGN  GUIDANCE 
Chapter  Page  Para  Comments 

21.1.3  3  4  Please  provide  more  information  on  that  Architec¬ 

tural  Review  Committee,  membership  functions,  etc. 

21.1.6  5  1  Please  provide  an  example  of  a  POGS. 


GENERAL  COMMENTS  ON  DELIVERABLE  15:  UTILITY  SYSTEM  —  BERYL  AND  MILFORD 

This  "Utility  Systems"  report  is  fairly  well  structured  and  includes  the  basic 
needed  categories.  The  proposal  to  issue  this  report  five  times  in  a  15-month 
period  is  a  massive  undertaking  in  paper  work  to  say  nothing  of  the  review  time 
required.  The  report  warns  us  that  it  is  incomplete  because  other  information  is 
not  yet  available.  This  is  true,  and  as  a  result,  review  and  comments  at  this  time 
deal  mainly  with  concepts  and  goals. 

It  is  not  at  all  clear  that  EDAM  has  a  correct  understanding  of  the  State  of  Utah’s 
water  acquisition  process.  It  is  suggested  that  EDAM  obtain  the  appropriate 
portion  of  the  Utah  code  dealing  with  water  rights  acquisition,  and  after  review¬ 
ing  it  meet  with  the  staff  of  the  Utah  Division  of  Hater  Rights  and  Water  Resources 
to  discuss,  1)  the  historical  water  usage  in  the  southwestern  Utah  Ground  Hater 
Basin  and  2)  the  history  of  water  rights  transfers.  This  discussion  should  be 
summarized  (as  opposed  to  being  scattered)  in  this  deliverable. 

It  was  mentioned  for  Deliverable  Six  and  Seven  and  likewise  appears  in  this  deliver¬ 
able,  that  EDAW  is  determining  another,  independent  data  set  (i.e.,  demographics, 
and  based  upon  that,  water  demands,  electrical  demands,  etc.)  that  appear  to  bear 
little  relation  to  the  HDR  data  set  shown  in  the  MX  DEIS.  Although  it  is  not 


clear  why  it  is  necessary  to  develop  an  independent  data  set  (we  presume  that  EDAM 
has  justification  for  such  action)  it  is,  nevertheless,  incumbent  upon  EDAW  to 
provide  more  detail  to  the  Utah  representatives  who  have  the  capacity  to  validate 
and  suggest  revisions  to  the  assumptions  and  methodologies  used  to  derive  the  data 
set. 

It  is  quite  distressing  to  see  repeatedly  mentioned  throughout  this  deliverable, 
the  notion  that  civilian  employees  will  be  located  in  a  "new  town"  adjacent  to  or 
in  close  proximity  to  the  base  perimeter.  Obviously,  this  notion,  given  its  high 
visibility,  is  foremost  on  EDAW's  recommendations  list.  As  mentioned  for  Deliver¬ 
ables  Six  and  Seven  (as  well  as  in  all  of  our  previous  comments  on  the  ED AH 
Deliverables) ,  Utah  state  and  local  representatives  should  be  queried  for  their 
preference  regarding  the  location  of  the  base  and  its  interaction  with  its 
surrounding  communities.  From  the  lack  of  responsiveness  to  this  proposal,  as  well 
as  the  notion  of  the  "new  town",  it  is  apparent  that  the  main  operating  base,  if 
located  in  Utah,  would  be  tantamount  to  an  insulated,  self-sufficient  new  town, 
riot  interested  in  interacting  with  established  communities. 

The  report  tells  us  that  the  plan  should  allow  4700  acre-feet  of  potable  water  at 
the  MX  Base  and  that  the  Air  Force  will  have  to  acquire  existing  groundwater  rights 
to  obtain  this  water.  Also,  waste  water  will  be  reclaimed  so  that  no  additional 
water  will  be  needed  for  irrigation  around  the  Base.  This  amount  of  water 
required  for  the  MX  Base  would  be  a  small  percentage  of  the  estimated  65-70,000 
acre-feet  currently  being  withdrawn  from  the  groundwater  basin  in  the  Escalante 
Valley.  However,  the  report  does  not  indicate  how  difficult  this  water  supply  may 
be  to  acquire. 

Assumption  is  being  made  that  this  region  will  not  require  air  conditioning  capa¬ 
bility.  .However,  that  is  not  consistent  with  the  area.  Especially  in  the  case  of 
controlled  temperatures  for  computer  and  operations  areas,  it  is  believed  a 
requirement  will  exist  for  air  conditioning,  and  it  is  not  clear  if  this  require¬ 
ment  has  been  included  in  the  total  load  factor. 

SPECIFIC  COMMENTS  ON  DELIVERABLE  15:  UTILITIES  SYSTEM  —  MILFORD 
Chapter  Page  Para  Comments 

15.1.7  3  1  Although  it  is  commendable  that  EDAW  has  allowed  for 

expansion  of  water  use  at  the  base,  the  justification 
of  the  selection  of  the  4700  acre/feet  figure  should 
be  justified.  Why  was  this  number  selected  and  who  are 
the  potential  users  (residential ,  industrial,  etc.)? 

15.1.7.1  4  1  It  is  not  clear  from  the  way  this  paragraph  was  worded 

that  EDAW  has  the  correct  understanding  of  water 
acquisition  in  Utah  (see  General  Comments). 

15.1.7.1  4  2  The  basis  for  making  the  statement  in  this  paragraph 

should  be  provided. 

15.1.7.8  7  2-3  The  figures  in  these  paragraphs  do  not  bear  any  relati 

to  what  the  AFRCE  has  been  discussing  with  the  utiliti 
It  is  suggested  that  EDAW  and  the  AFRCE  come  to  some 
decisions  as  to  what  the  appropriate  loads  will  be. 
Also,  the  two  substations  requirements  should  be  dis¬ 
cussed  with  AFRCE  as  well.  We  would  need  to  know  the 
actual  operating  voltage  of  the  system  to  determine 
what  kind  of  equipment  interchange  could  be  effected 
in  case  of  an  emergency. 


15.2.1.1. 

8 

1 

Again,  the  basis  of  the  excess  capacity  estimates 
would  be  explicitly  stated  (professional  fiyurem&nts, 
percentage  assumptions,  projected  growth  rate,  etc.) 

Table 

15.2-1 

The  basis  used  to  derive  the  numbers  in  this  table 
should  be  provided.  Further,  the  figures  seem  to  be  } 

at  variance  with  what  was  estimated  in  the  MX  DEIS  even 
though  HDR  data  are  included.  For  that  matter,  the  HDR 
data  are  highly  suspect  as  well.  Footnotes  G  and  H  are 
especially  disturbing;  footnote  G  because  of  the  afore¬ 
mentioned  "new  town"  and  footnote  H  because  it  makes 
little  sense  without  back-up.  9 

15.2.1.1.2 

12 

1 

Enumerate  the  "various  studies"  upon  which  these 
demands  are  based. 

15.2.3.1.1.1 

16 

1 

Again,  it  is  not  clear  that  EDA’./  has  a  correct  under- 
standing  of  the  water  rights  acquisition  process  in  9 

Utah. 

15.2.3.1.1.2 

16 

1 

Same  comments  as  above  —  15.2.3.1.1.1/16/1 

15.2.3.3 

19 

2 

Same  comments  as  above  —  15.2.3.1.1.1/16/1  1 

15.3.1.1.3 

23 

1 

This  is  unnecessarily  obtuse;  the  narrative  should  be 
modified  so  that  the  meaning  is  unequivocable. 

15.3.1.1.3 

23 

2 

There  is  no  Utah  State  Engineering  Office;  the  state 
engineer  is  the  director  of  the  Utah  Division  of  Water  > 
Rights. 

15.4 

35 

1 

Cedar  City  is  not  the  closest  town  (which  is,  by  the 
way,  incorrectly  used  here)  to  Reryi;  Beryl  Junction, 
Modena  and  Enterprise  are  all  closer.  ^ 

15.4.3.2 

46 

1 

There  is  no  State  Division  of  Health  but  there  is  a 
Department  of  Health  and  a  Division  of  Environmental 

Health 

15.7.2.2 

107 

1 

Same  as  above  1 

15.10.2 

145 

1 

It  is  strongly  recommended  that  ED  AW  review  these 
recommendations  with  the  AFRCE  and  that  the  AFRCE 
provide  its  true  requirements  in  future  discussions 
with  the  utilities. 

15.10-1 

w 

15.10.3.1  145-146 


all  As  mentioned  previously,  these  load  requirements  are 
greatly  at  variance  with  those  which  have  been  dis¬ 
cussed  between  the  AFRCE  and  the  utilities.  It  is 
important  that  the  AFRCE  decides  what  the  loads  will 
be  so  that  the  utilities  can  respond  effectively  to 
their  commitment  to  meet  the  Air  Force  policy  require¬ 
ments  . 


1 


lb. 10.3.2 


148 


1-3 


15.10.6.2  148  4 

15.11  151  all 


It  has  already  been  stated  that  several  aspects  of 
these  paragraphs  are  disturbing.  For  examples  the 
ancillary  new  town  facilities,  the  new  data  set,  the 
conflicting  par-capita-use  presumptions  that  are  the 
AFRCE  assumptions,  etc. 

Will  the  two  transformers  be  required  to  support  the 
base,  or  will  one  transformer  be  used  as  a  back-up. 
This  is  unclear  in  the  text. 

This  is  ludicrous  --  natural  gas  is  not  available  and 
it  is  highly  improbable  that  it  will  be  available  in 
the  future.  It  is  doubtful  that  the  pipeline  could 
support  the  proposed  MOB  site  in  Utah  since  the  odds 
are  against  utilization  of  natural  gas. 


June  26,  1981 


Wayne  Snowbarger 
Captain,  USAF 
AFRCE-MX/DEVC 
Morton  AFR,  CA  92409 

Dear  Captain  Snowbarger: 

Enclosed  herewith  are  additional  comments  on  EDAW's  Deliverables  9,  13, 
15  and  16.  We  recognize  that  they  are  late  but  represent  the  fast  turn 
around  in  the  time  frame  available.  Let  me  knew  if  the  commeffE  are 
helpful. 

Si oners! y. 


Kenneth  C.  Olson 
Project  Manager 

KC0:sj 

Enclosures 
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Goagaal  Comments  on  Deliverable  16:  Communications  Plan  (Interim  Report  One) 


It  appears  that  this  document,  as  written,  is  not  a  plan  but  rather  an  analysis 
of  cureant  tel ecoranuni cations  technology.  The  reprot  seems  to  be  an  appendix  to 
a  more  comprehensive  document  which  would  more  clearly  defin  what  this  plan  is 
supposed  to  do.  However,  if  this  is  not  the  case,  then  we  visw  the  plan,  as  sub 
mitted,  totally  unacceptable  as  a  telecommunications  planning  document. 

The  general  analytical  statements  contained  herein  appear  to  be  reasonable  ac¬ 
curate  predicted  onthhe  current  and  assumed  future  technology.  However,  the 
document  relies  extremely  heavily  on  this  future  technology  wBich  may  or  may 
not  be  availalie  at  the  time  of  implementation. 

The  statement  is  made  in  the  summary  portion  of  the  report  that,  "In  planning  a 
community  for  the  1985-86  time  froame,  it  is  essential  to  consider  the  available 
technologies  that  will  exist  at  theittime."  We  assume  this  "community*  to  be 
the  operating  base,  and  we  would  concur  that  the  base  indeed  will  be  a  community 
within  itself.  What  is  particularly  bothersome  is  that  no  mention  is  cadde-or 
even  implied,  as  to  how  the  ccmmuni cation  system  of  this  "community"  will  impact 
upon  the  existing  communications  already  in  place. 


SDecific 

Comments  on 

Deliierable  16: 

Communications  Plan  (Interim  Repnot  One) 

Chapter 

Page 

Paragraph 

Commaats 

16.1.2  * 

2 

4 

It  appears  that  reference  is  beign  made  to  the 
Bell  System,  and  if  so,  we  believe  the  com¬ 
ments  regarding  capability  to  be  totally  er¬ 
roneous. 

15.2 

3 

3 

Obviously,  these  technological  capabilities 

for  "office  of  the  future!  are  just  around 
the  comer,  and  quite  possible  we  wall  see 
significant  change  to  this  type  of  communica¬ 
tions  system.  Howgeer,  it  seems  ureal istic 
to  think  that  this  type  of  technology  will  be 
commonplace  in  private  howas  within  five  years 
ten  years  or  even  fifteen  years. 

•  •.  . 

We  need  to  know  the  time  fraaes  that  are  con¬ 
sidered  realistic  for  these  new  technological 
advancemabfts,  and  specifically  how  they  fit 
in  to  the  MX  development  plan. 

2  How  was  it  determined  that  such  a  massive  t 

technological  replacement  program  is  occur¬ 
ring?  There  are  vey  few  non-common  carriers 
who  are  in  a  position  to  acquire  the  necass 
easy  right-of-ways  for  fiber  optic  systems. 
That  is  not  to  syay  that  the  use  of  fiber 
optics  is  not  eminent,  and  in  fact  happening, 
but  to  pradaat  that  it  would  happen  in  five 
to  seven  years  is  overly  optioistic. 

16.2.2  6  2  Vie  concor  with  the  technological  forecast  as 


16.2.1.3  5 


Memorandum:  Gomments  on  Deliverable  6,  7,  10,  1-5,  16  and  21 
Page 

June  26,  1981 


Chapter 


16.2.2 


16.2.2.1 


16.2.2.1 


16.2.2.1 


16.2.2.1 


Page  Para 


7  1st  full 


o 


9  1 


11  2nd  fullq 


.1  11  2 


.1  12  2nd  full 


Comments 

as  espoused  in  this  ection,  however,  we  s 
would  attention  to  the  fact  that  elect 
tronic  technology  is  changing  so  fast  that 
longterm  planning  without  access  to  extens¬ 
ive  R  &  D  data  sources  is  nothing  more  than 
a  shot  it  the  dark.  Again,  notreferences 
are  niade  to  data  sources  biagg  utilized  , 
in  this  plan. 

Herein  the  author  discusses  the  advantages  of 
fiber  optics,  but  again  the  subject  deals  in 
broad  generalizations  which  makes  it  anclear 
as  to  whether  this  analysisiis  dealing  with 
nationwide  systems,  local  geographical  systems,, 
or  a  hupothetical  systeip.  We  presume  that 
reference  is  fae&ng  made  to  nationwide  long 
line  telecommunications  system  design.  Is 
this  appropriate? 

Again,  vie  are  discussiaggfiber  optics,  and  its 
unique  characteristics,  e.g.,  immunity  to 
elsctro-magnectic  interference  and  cross  talk 
as  well  as  its  small  physical  size  making  it 
attractive  for  application  in  large  communities. 
How  does  the  "attractiveness  for  application 
in  a  large  community"  square  with  the  fact 
that  we  are  anticipating  relatively  saall  com- 
muicees  in  the  deployment  area? 

Conceptually  we  agree  with  the  statement  on 
transition  to  a  nationwide  digital  network, 
however,  we  would  again  stree  that,  to  our 
knowledge,  the  "independent"  telephone  com¬ 
panies  conversion  time  is  not  as  rapid  as  » 

this  report  would  imply. 

♦  >'r  -S  if  -  ••  v  ' 

Contrary  to  the  perspective  of  this  paragrapb,\ 
it  is  our  opinion  that  a  combination  of  both  \ 
trunked  and  cellular  systems  would  best  suit 
the  State  of  Utah.  We  do  recognize  however, 
that  many  regul atony  and  technical  problems 
would  have  to  be  resolved.  Additionally,  we 
would  note  that  there  are  other  benefits  to  \ 
truo&kd-cellualr  concepts  beyond  those  es- .  •  ' 
poused  by  this  repent. 

\ 

In  our  opinion,  the  first  sentence  is  made  out 
of  context  witbtthereallity  of  the  real  world. 
Generally  speaking,  digttal  communccations  re¬ 
quire  a  greater  amount  of  spectrum  to  be  used 
in  a  multi-paint  system  than  the  standard  F8M 
method. 


We  have  no  suffieeent  comments  to  offer  on  this  deliverable  at  this  time. 


General  Comments  on  Deliverable  13: 


Energy  Plan  -  Beryl  and  Milford  Qnterim  Rapoot) 


ft 


Virtually  no  citations  are  given  in  these  documents  that  aould  allow  the  reader 
to  judge  the  accuracy  or  the  validity  of  the  statements  rendered.  For  example, 
the  preliminary  recommendations  suggedt  the  use  of  electrical  resistance  heat¬ 
ing  without  saying  why.  Is  it  more  convenient,  more  cost  effective,  more  avail¬ 
able,  or  what?  We  cannat  provide  useful  comments  under  this  set  of  circumstances. 


I 


I 


ft 


ft 


ft 


Gaaera]  Comments  on  Deliverable  15:  Utility  Systems  for  Se^laaddHglTgnrfd 
Tlnterim  Rgpiftdt  f  Pile) 

The  comments  on  this  deliverable  are  applicable  to  both  the  Beryl  and  Milford 
sites  regarding  procedural  statements,  howSaar,  there  will  be  some  specific  c 
comments  directed  to  the  individual  sites  as  appropriate. 

Information  related  to  the  Public  Water  Supplies  was  general  in  nature,  but 
did  basically  address  concerns  of  providing  adequate  and  acceptable  waterfo^r 
the  MOB.  We  do  recognize  that  as  further  information  is  available,  revisions 
to  this  plan  will  be  necessary.  It  would  be  advisable  to  more  directly  address 
water  quantity  requirements  of  the  State. 

This  report  spend  most  of  its  time  and  verbiage  in  reciting  solid/hazardous 
Viaste  regulations  and  alternative  management  techniques,  but  there  is  vary  litte 
little  that  can  be  aaaluated.  Mo  consideration  has  been  given  to  management 
of  wastes  produced  by  private  support  industries. 

Narratives  are  academic  in  nature  and  profide  optomisttc  projections  of  perform¬ 
ance  while  exceed  actual  practice  and  experience.  In  view  of  the  preliminary 
nature  of  this  repzrct,  a  detailed  analysis  of  the  information  is  not  offered. 

Mountain  Fuel  Supply  Company  offered  the  comments  contained  in  the  attached 
letter. 


Spaeifis-Semments  on  Deliverable  15:  Utility  Systems  -  Beryl  and  Milford 
Interim  Report  Oae 


Chapter  Page  Para  Comments 

15.1.7.1  3  1  Potable  water  for  the  MX  Base  msut  also 

comply  with  state  and  local  requirements 
as  well  as  the  requirements  adopted  under 
the  Federal  Safe  Drinking  Water  Act. 

15.2.1.1  8  1  There  appears  to  be  some  discrepancies  in 

Table  15.2-1.  Further  clarification  Is 
needed  to  make  an  appropriate  evaluation 
of  the  data  contained  therein. 

The  potable  water  demands  given  would  bas¬ 
ically  be  for  inside  use  of  water  only 
and  additional  water  would  be  needed  for 
outside  irrigation  needs. 

Table  15.2.2  12  The  sizing  facttr  for  the  source  and  treat¬ 

ment  was  given  as  1.9  times  the  average 
demends.  We  are  required  to  use  2  in 
typical  evaluations  but  do  acknowledge 
that  for  the  type  of  operations  expected 
at  these  facilities  and  the  practice  of 


<s> 


€bapl»gyation  measuregagbis  valuaPaaa  CotnroeaSs 

conservation  measures  this  value  may  be 
sufficient.  Howvesr,  it  will  be  necess-  I 
ary  to  review  water  use  data  or  other 
acceptable  information  to  allow  a  re¬ 
duction. 

This  paragraph  should  indicate  that  public 
drinking  water  systems  which  include  both  * 
community  and  non-community  types  that 
serve  15  or  more  connections  or  25  or  more 
people  at  least  60  days  out  of  the  year 
must  meet  the  minamum  standards. 

Although  Utah  hhs  basically  incorporated  * 
the  requirements  of  Uthe  Federal  Safa 
Drinking  Water  Act  and  the  Interim  Pri¬ 
mary  Drinking  Water  Regulations,  certain 
more  restrictive  quality  parameters  bbve 
also  been  adopted.  ^ 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  chemical 
quality  given  for  walls  in  Tab! a  15.2-4 
does  not  include  values  for  the  MCL's 
which  are  critical  i nddetermi ni ng  com¬ 
pliance  of  potential  sources  with  respect  » 
to  Federal  and  State  quality  standards. 

15.3  20  1  We  believe  that  the  400  gpd  figures  given 

in  Milford  dooument  should  have  been  400 
SPcd.  I 

15.3.1.1.2 


15.3.1.2.1 


15.3.1.2.1.2 


15.3.4.2 


23  1  In  this  paragraph  it  is  meiiinoned  that  the. 

well  system  would  be  connected  to  either 
a  central  treatment  plant  or  directly  to 
the  distribution  system.  No  mention  was 
made  regarding  storage  provisions,  which  • 
are  required. 

23  2  We  do  question  the  dost  ranking  of  the 

treatment  processes  to  remove  disso^ed 
solids.  Our  experience  has  been  that  the 
electrodialysis  treatment  process  Is  not  * 
the  most  cost  effective.  '  . 

24  1  If  disinfection  facilities  are  provMed, 

provisions  must  be  made  to  allow  for  pao* 
per  deten.biondetectnfcacfcrtioBtbefofcemfehbawate  the 

water  is  utilized  (30  minutes).  9 

32  1  Surface  waters?  if  used  for  domi Stic  pur¬ 

poses,  nsfct  reel eve  donventional  water 
treatment  or  its  equivalent. 


15.2.2.1  14  1 


15.2.2.1.2  15  1 


15.2.3.1.1.3  16  1 


Table  15.4-2 


40 
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Ch-rbfear  Page 

Table  15.4-2  40 


15.4.2.1.4  41 


TAble  15.4-4  42 


15.4.2.1.3  43 

1514.2.1.31  43 

15.4.3.2  46 


TAble  15.4-5  50 


15.4.4.1  to  15.4.4.4 


Para 


Comments 


Since  the  communitaes  are  not  sewered,  It 
is  doubtful  if  tha  date  presented  in  the  * 
tabulation  is  relevant  or  applicable.  It 
is  acknowledged  that  the  4a ta  does  provide 
an  indication,  but  no  realistic  comparison 
can  be  made  between  unsevered  and  sewered  coni 
community  as.  Data  derived  form  other 
defense  installations  in  similar  climates  » 
■may  be  more  meaningful. 

»  .*••*■  •  ' 

2  Vlastearater  quantity  for  ccnstruction  work¬ 

er  is  grossly  inadequate.  A  reference 
should  be  to  the  Code  of  Maste  Disposal 
Regulations  for  the  rate  of  flew.  It  > 

should  be  between  25  and  35  goed. 

Per  capita  flow  is  well  below  the  ones  > 
u.  u.c.  under  the  Code.  However,  in  light 

of  flow  reduction  at&ainable,  the  unit 
rates  appear  to  be  reasonable  expert  that  * 
for  constraotion  workers. 

1  Nafcfcee  of  consfcrcutioa  operations  needs 

to  be  amplified. 

1  Peaking  factor  is  low  Sir  a  defense  in-  * 

staUation.  A  reference  should  be  made 
to  D8D  technical  manuals  outlining  peak¬ 
ing  factors. 

1  The  water  quality  criteria  &  efflu$fc%  . 

standards  are  established  by  the  Utah 
Water  Pollution  Committee,  and  nto  be  the 
Division  of  Health.  It  is  incorrect  to 
ref ere  to  the  Department  of  Health  as  the 
Division  of  Health.  This  correction  Is 
An  order  for  the  entire  repent.  I 

Reclaimed  water  available  for  reuse  shoMd 
be  approximately  equal  to  average  dry 
weather  wastewater  flow  shown  in  Table  15. 
15.4-4.  There  is  a  descrepancy  between 
t  the  information  in  these  tv/o  tabulations.  » 

LQsses  are  not  consistent.  Explanation 
is  required  to  shaw  hw  available  reclaim¬ 
ed  water  is  substantially  less  than 
wastewater  flow.  / 

All  Reduction  in  greudc)water  withdrawal  is  un-  >  , 

duly  optimistic.  There  are  certain  losses 
in  reclamation  of  wastewater  which  requires 
make-up  water.  This  issue  is  not  considere 
at  all . 

i 
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Comments 

134. 3.9 

59 

2 

It  is  not  clear  whether  advanced  treat-  * 

ment  ssherneadditbnifcypB  or  for  a  separite 
stream.  . 

Table  15.4-9 

63 

Effluent  quality  projections  are  very 
optimistic.  It  is  questionable  that  ac  t 

activated  sludge  process  would  produce 
•poorer  quality  effluent  than  the  one 
produced  by  trickling  filter  process. 

15.4.5.3.6 

62 

2 

Without  outlining  the  nature  of  treatment 
schemes,  it  is  incorrect  to  indicate  nitro-  » 
gen  and  phosphorus  depletion. 

15.4.5.5 

62 

1 

Statement  about  failure  of  activaifcd 
sludge  to  produce  a  10/10  effluetn  with 
filtration  is  in  conflict  with  the  inform¬ 
ation  given  in  Table  15.4-9,  opdaopmatad  asuJ# 
and  questionable.  . 

15.4.5.5 

62 

3 

Unless  nitrification-denitrification,  ammom"  i 
stipping  or  clinoptiliolite  process  os  a  , 

part  of  treatment  scheme,  nitrogen  is  not  j 

removed.  Phosphorus  ravavel  is  a  function  * 
of  chemical  coagulant  used.  Therefore, 
this  statement  is  not  entirely  coorect. 

15.4.5.5.3 

69 

6 

High  head  requirements  of  trickling  filter 
porcess  to  a  degree  offsets  disadvantage 
of  aeuation  pwwer  requirements  of  activated' 
sludge  process.  Improvements  in  aaaaSion 
technology  and  modifications  of  activated 
sludge  process  have  shown  lower  aeration 
power  requiesnents  than  the  one  shown. 

Table  15  4-10 

70-71 

Information  contained  in  this  Table  is  1 

not  clear.  Estimates  or  projedtions  on 
effluent  quality  energy  requirements  and 

0  &  M  costs  and  perator  skill  requirements 
are  optimistic  and  questionable. 

15.4.6.3.1 

73 

1 

It  is  questionable  whether  aerobically 
digesteds  Sludge  dewaters  poorly.  In  prac¬ 
tice,  it  is  found  to  be  otherwise.  . 

15.6.3.4.4 

75 

1 

Gas  stoogage  and  scrubbing  are  considered 
essential.  Statements  to  the  contrary  » 

are  incorrect. 

15.4.7 

77 

3 

PVC  and  other  plastic  type  material  pipes 
should  be  included  for  available  sewer 
pipe  material. 

15.7.2.2 

107 

1 

Reference  Utah  Solid  Waste  Disposal  Reg-  1 

ulations  dated  J41y  17,  1974.  Revisions  | 

„■  .  •  | 
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Para  ConsmBats 

15.7.2.2 

107 

1 

Reference  Utah  Solid  Waste  Disposal 
Regulations  dated  July  17,  1974.  Re' 

visions  have  been  made  concerning  the.  \ 
relationship  between  the  solM  and  • 
hazardous  waste  management  regulations. 
The  new  solid  wasta  regulation  is  dated 
June  20,  1981.  ..  ^ 


ATTACHMENT  6 


Draft  MX  A-95  Review  Process 


UTAH  MX  COORDINATION  OFFICE 

448  EAST  400  SOUTH,  SUITE  103 
SALT  LAKE  CITY,  UTAH  84111 

Phone  (801 1  354-9647 

SCOTT  M.  MATHESON 
GOVERNOR 


KENNETH  C.  OLSON 

PROJECT  MANAGER 


MEMORANDUM 


TO:  Members  of  the  Utah  MX  Intergovernmental  Working  Group 

FROM:  Ken  Olson,  Utah  MX  Coordination  Office  '-rTQ^) 

DATE:  June  25,  1981 

SUBJECT:  "Draft"  MX  A-95  Review  Process 


As  you  are  all  aware,  the  Utah  MX  Intergovernmental  Working  Group  has  been  des¬ 
ignated  by  the  Governor  as  the  A-95  Review  Authority  for  all  Utah  projects  re¬ 
lated  to  the  MX  Missile  System. 

In  order  to  fulfill  this  responsibility,  the  process  described  in  the  attached 
document  has  been  prepared  in  "draft"  form,  and  is  being  forwarded  to  you  for 
review  and  comment.  We  would  appreciate  receivinq  your  written  comments  by 
July  10,  1981. 

In  addition,  we  are  scheduling  a  meeting  on  July  17,  1981  to  finalize  this  ef¬ 
fort.  The  meeting  will  be  held  in  the  MX  Coordination  Office  at  10:00  a.m. 


UKHf  I  rim  ncvicn  Mnu  lvnrfC-irr->  o  »m,-  J.O ,  X  X 

UTAH  MX  A-95  REVIEW  PROCESS 

GENERAL 

The  proposed  MX  Missile  System  is  of  such  magnitude  that  a  number  of  Utah 
counties,  communities,  school  districts,  state  agencies  and  special  districts  will 
be  significantly  impacted  by  the  rapid  population  growth  which  will  occur  if  the 
system  is  deployed  in  Utah's  Great  Basin  region.  It  will  be  essential  for  the 
Department  of  Defense  to  provide  targeted  impact  assistance  for  seriously  impacted 
governmental  entities  in  order  for  them  to  expand  and  improve  their  service  and 
infrastructure  capacities  to  mitigate  the  anticipated  impacts. 

One  critical  problem  will  be  to  identify,  detail  and  plan  for  needed  facili¬ 
ties  and  services  both  in  and  adjacent  to  the  deployment  area  which  are  MX  induced. 
As  another  issue,  such  facilities  and  services  will  also  have  the  characteristic 
of  needing  to  be  built  or  implemented  within  very  compressed  time  frames  to  mini¬ 
mize  adverse  impacts.  It  is  imperative,  therefore,  that  a  mechanism  be  established 
that  will  facilitate  a  timely  and  workable  A-S5  review  process  which  is  fully  inte¬ 
grated  with  the  MX  impact  planning  process. 

ORGANIZATION 

The  Governor  has  deemed  it  essential  that  a  single  entity  be  responsible  for 
Utah's  policy  making  and  planning  coordination  related  to  the  deployment  of  the  MX 
Missile  System.  The  "Utah  MX  Intergovernmental  Working  Group"  (IWG)  was  formed 
approximately  one  year  ago  to  fill  this  role.  The  membership  of  the  IWG  consists 
of  the  executive  committee  of  the  MX  Missile  Policy  Board  (four  members,  all  elected 
officials  from  the  local  deployment  area),  the  Governor's  MX  Management  Committee 
(four  members  including  the  Governor  or  his  designee )  and  representatives  of  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  (Air  Force,  Corps  of  Engineers,  Office  of  Economic  Adjustment). 

Staff  for  the  Intergovernmental  Working  Group  is  provided  by  the  MX  Missile 
Policy  Office  in  Cedar  City,  and  the  Utah  MX  Coordination  Office  in  Salt  Lake  City. 


The  MX  Intergovernmental  Working  Group  is  presently  functioning  as  the  local/ 
state/federal  policy  board  on  MX  matters  and  will  play  a  key  role  in  MX  impact 
planning.  The  IWG  has  also  been  designated  by  the  Governor  as  the  A-95  sinn-off 
authority  for  all  Utah  projects  related  to  MX.  This  paper  briefly  describes  the 
process  that  is  being  developed  to  fulfill  the  A-95  review  requirement  and  to  insure 
that  all  MX  projects  are  coordinated  with  appropriate  local  and  state  agencies. 

The  MX  planning  process  is  aimed  at  producing  a  planning  and  mitigation  strat¬ 
egy  that  will  allow  for  timely  and  orderly  development  of  community  infrastructure 
and  state  and  local  services.  The  MX  A-95  process  is  designed  to  insure  a  compre¬ 
hensive  review  and  evaluation  of  all  projects  induced  by  deployment  of  the  MX  system, 
both  at  the  local  and  state  level. 

MX  IMPACT  PLANNING  PROCESS 

The  process  by  which  MX  induced  facilities  and  service  needs  will  be  identi¬ 
fied,  evaluated,  reviewed  and  approved  or  disapproved  by  the  IWG  is  described  below. 
In  a  following  section,  the  approach  for  coordinating  the  normal  A-95  process  with 
the  MX  A-95  review  will  be  explained  in  some  detail. 

1.  Using  a  set  of  IWG  specified  procedures,  standardized  population  project¬ 
ions  and  planning  assumptions,  state  and  local  agencies  impacted  by  projected 
MX  populations  will  prepare  plans  describing,  in  detail,  the  scope  and  extent 
of  anticipated  impacts,  potential  mitigation  strategies,  specific  facility  and 
service  requirements,  etc.  These  plans  will  be  submitted  to  both  the  MX 
Missile  Policy  Office  and  the  MX  Coordination  Office  for  review. 

2.  The  MX  Policy  Office  and  MX  Coordination  Office  will  closely  review  each 
entity's  plan  to  determine  conformance  with  planning  parameters  established 
and  adopted  by  the  IWG.  Appropriate  review,  comments,  sunoested  revisions, 
discussions  and  modifications  will  be  undertaken. 

3.  Capital  facilities,  equipment  needs  and  service  requirements  determined 
to  be  "eligible"  for  MX  impact  funding  will  be  incorporated  into  a  state  and 


local  "MX  Facilities  and  Service  Plan"  that  encompasses  all  Utah  MX  impact 
responses.  This  "MX  facilities  and  Service  Plan"  will  serve  as  s  comprehens¬ 
ive  multi-year  master  plan  for  mitigating  the  impacts  generated  or  induced  by 
MX  construction  and  operations. 

4.  Items  determined  not  to  be  induced  by  MX  deployment  will  not  be  included 
in  the  master  plan.  Appropriate  comments  as  to  why  any  specific  item  failed 
to  qualify  for  special  MX  funds  will  be  provided  to  the  proposing  entity  by 
the  IWG. 

5.  The  master  "Facilities  and  Services  Plan"  will  be  reviewed  and  approved 
by  the  IWG  and  will  serve  as  the  basis  for  annual  planning  and  mitigation 
programs  developed  by  the  IWG  to  coincide  with  federal  budget  cycles.  Each 
year,  an  annual  MX  Facilities  and  Services  Program,  as  finally  approved  by 
the  IWG,  will  be  submitted  to  the  Department  of  Defense  and  to  Congress  as  a 
basis  for  appropriation  of  MX  impact  funds.  Approved  Drojects  will  then  be 
funded  and  monitored  by  the  IWG. 

COORDINATION  OF  STATE  A-95  SIGN-OFF  AUTHORITY  AND  MX  A-95  SIGN-OFF  AUTHORITY 

The  MX  IWG  is  primarily  interested  in  seeing  to  it  that  all  local  and  state 
projects  induced  by  the  deployment  of  the  MX  system  are  incorporated  into  a  master 
facilities  and  services  plan.  It  is  necessary  that  this  effort  be  fully  coordinated 
with  other  facility  and  service  planning  activities  taking  place  within  the  state. 
The  following  procedure  will  be  implemented  to  insure  that  the  MX  impact  planning 
and  mitigation  process  is  in  concert  with,  and  complementary  to,  other  planning  and 
development  strategies  in  Utah,  and  to  insure  that  appropriate  local  and  state 

I 

agencies  have  an  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  the  MX  Facilities  and  Services 
Plan. 

1.  When  the  master  MX  Facilities  and  Services  Plan  has  been  developed  in 
draft  form  by  the  IWG,  it  will  be  submitted  to  the  State  A-95  Clearinghouse 
for  full  review  and  coordination.  The  state  clearinghouse  will  seek  review 


comments  from  the  appropriate  state-level  review  bodies  and  area-wide  A-95 
clearinghouses.  These  comments  will  be  forwarded  to  the  IWG  to  assist  in  their 
revision  and  final  approval  of  the  plan.  Note  that  the  IWG  is  the  final 
approval  body  on  MX  facilities  and  services  plans  and  programs.  This  will  insure 
that  state  and  area-wide  jurisdictions  are  fully  aware  of  the  projects  being 
planned  to  mitigate  MX  deployment  impacts  and  that  they  have  an  opportunity  to 
comment  thereon. 

In  a  similar  fashion,  each  annual  MX  Facilities  and  Services  Program  will 
be  submitted  through  the  State  A-95  Clearinghouse  process. 

2.  It  is  anticipated  that  many  applications  for  federal  assistance  to 
domestic  agencies  {i.e.,  HUD,  FmHA ,  etc.)  will  use,  as  justification, 
the  potential  impacts  of  MX  deployment.  As  explained  above,  it  will 
be  the  responsibility  of  the  MX  Intergovernmental  Working  Group  to  act 
as  the  A-95  sign-off  authority  on  all  applications  related  to  MX.  Thus, 
any  grant  application  submitted  to  the  State  Clearinghouse  for  A-95 
review,  which  includes  potential  MX  impacts  as  part  of  the  justification 
for  the  federal  assistance  request,  will  be  processed  as  follows: 

a)  PROJECTS  JUSTIFIED  SOLELY  Oil  THE  BASIS  OF  MX  DEPLOYMENT  § 

The  State  A-95  Cl eari nohouse  will  forward  all  MX-related  appli¬ 
cations  or  pre-applications  which  were  not  included  in  the  MX  impact 
planning  and  mitigation  process  to  the  MX  Coordination  Office  and  MX  • 
Missile  Policy  Office.  They  will  notify  the  applicant  that  the  A-95 
review  action  will  be  taken  by  the  MX  IVJG. 

The  MX  Coordination  Office  and  the  MX  Policy  Office  will  review  • 
the  application  regarding  eligibility  for  MX  funding.  Projects 
determined  to  be  "eligible"  will  be  incorporated  into  the  MX  Facili¬ 
ties  and  Services  Plan  as  herein  described  and  projects  determined  ® 
to  be  "ineligible"  will  be  returned  to  the  applicant  with  appropriate 


comments . 


b)  PROJECTS  PARTIALLY  JUSTIFIED  BY  MX  DEPLOYMENT 

The  State  A-95  Clearinghouse  will  forward  these  applications 
or  pre-applications  to  the  MX  Coordination  Office  and  the  MX  Policy 
Office  for  review  and  comment.  However,  the  State  Clearinghouse  will 
also  process  these  applications  through  the  normal  A  05  r~vicv'  pro¬ 
cedure  (state  and  area-wide  clearinghouses)  and  will  provide  the 
official  A-95  comments  to  the  applicant.  However,  those  comments 
will  not  be  considered  complete  without  a  response  fro::-  the  MX  I', in. 
Comments  from  the  MX  IWG  will  be  provided  b.y  the  IWG  within  the  pre¬ 
scribed  A-95  time  frame  and  will  basically  be  as  follows: 

(i)  Concurrence  on  the  applications  request  with  the  IWG 
agreeing  to  fund  that  portion  of  the  project  that  relates  to 
MX  impacts,  conditioned  upon  the  approval  of  the  remaining 
grant  application. 

or 

(ii)  Non-concurrence  of  the  application  request  on  the  basis 
that  MX  impacts  are  not  a  factor  in  the  specific  project. 


MX — A95  REV  1 EW  PROCESS 


MX  PLANNING  PROCESS 

MX  impact  mitigation  plans  sub¬ 
mitted  by  impacted  jurisdictions  on 
the  basis  of  planning  parameters 
previously  determined;  i.e.,  Regior 
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UTAH  MX  COORDINATION  OFFICE 

448  EAST  400  SOUTH,  SUITE  108 
SALT  LAKE  CITY,  UTAH  84111 

Phone  (801)  354-9647 

SCOTT  M.  MATHESON  KENNETH  C.  OLSON 

GOVERNOR  PROJECT  MANAGER 


memorandum 

TO:  Utah  Intergovernmental  Working  Group  Members 

FROM:  ^w^-John  Roach,  Utah  MX  Coordination  Office 
DATE:  May  19,  1981 

SUBJECT:  May  Meeting  of  MX  Working  Group 


The  May  meeting  of  the  Utah  Intergovernmental  Working  Group  is  scheduled 
for  May  28,  1981  at  1:00  p.m.  in  Cedar  City.  The  meeting  will  be  held  in 
Room  204  of  the  old  Administration  Building  on  the  campus  of  Southern  Utah 
State  College. 

A  copy  of  the  agenda  plus  the  minutes  from  Aprils  meeting  is  attached  for 
your  information  and  review. 

Those  flying  into  Cedar  City  will  be  interested  to  know  that  Skywest  flights 
leave  Salt  Lake  City  at  7:20  a.m.  and  9:20  a.m.  arriving  approximately  an 
hour  and  fifteen  minutes  later.  The  Las  Vegas  flight  leaves  at  9:25  a.m. 
arriving  at  11:40  a.m.  If  you  need  a  ride  from  the  airport,  please  contact 
me  a  day  or  two  before  the  meeting. 


Attachments 


Revised 


UTAH  MX  INTERGOVERNMENTAL  WORKING  GROUP 
SUSC,  Old  Administration  Building,  Room  204 
May  28,  1981  -  1:00  p.m. 

AGENDA 


1.  Welcome  and  Introduction 

2.  Minutes 

3.  Air  Force  Status  Report 

A.  Base  Comprehensive  Planning  (EDAW,  Inc.) 

B.  Construction  Management  Plan  -  Status 

4.  Corps  of  Engineers  Status  Report 

A.  Life  Support  Study 

5.  Office  of  Economic  Adjustment  -  Status  Report 

A.  Deployment  Area  Housing  Study 

B.  Other  Items 

6.  MX  Policy  Board  -  Staff  Report 

A.  Fiscal  Year  1982  Budget  Requests 

B.  Phase  II  Study 

C.  Planning  Studies 

D.  Contracted  Studies 

7.  MX  Coordination  Office  -  Staff  Report 

A.  Fiscal  Year  1982  Budget  Request 

B.  Status  of  Impact  Aid  Legislation  -  803  Study 

C.  Fiscal  Management  Study  -  Approval 


-  2  - 


D.  A-95  Clearinghouse  Process  -  Approval 
Other  Business 

A.  Schedule  Next  Month's  Meeting 

B.  Sequence  of  Policy  Board  and  Intergovernmental  Meetings 


UTAH  MX  INTERGOVERNMENTAL  WORKING  GROUP 
SUSC,  Old  Administration  Building,  Room  204 
May  28,  1981;  1:00  p.m. 

AGENDA 

I.  Welcome  and  Introduction 

1 1 .  Mi nutes* 

III.  Air  Force  Status  Report 

A.  Base  Comprehensive  Planning  (EDAW,  Inc.) 

B.  Construction  Management  Plan 

IV.  Corps  of  Engineers  Status  Report 

A.  Life  Support  Study 

V.  Office  of  Economic  Adjsutment  -  Status  Report 
A.  Deployment  Area  Housing  Study 

VI.  MX  Policy  Board  -  Staff  Report 

A.  FY  82  Budget  Requests 

B.  Phase  II  Study 

VII.  MX  Coordination  Office  -  Staff  Report 

A.  Status  of  Impact  Aid  Legislation 

B.  Fiscal  Management  Study  -  Approval 

C.  A-95  Clearinghouse  Process 

VIII.  Other  Businesss 

A.  Schedule  next  month’s  meeting 


♦Indicates  that  information  is  attached  regarding  this  agenda  item. 


UTAH  MX  INTERGOVERNMENTAL  WORKING  GROUP 


Wednesday,  April  22,  1981 
Room  303,  State  Capitol  -  1:00  p.m. 


MEMBERS  PRESENT: 

Kent  Briggs,  State  Planning  Coordinator 
Courtney  Larsen,  Governor's  Office 

Dale  Carpenter,  Dept,  of  Community  &  Economic  Development 

Chad  Johnson,  MX  Missile  Policy  Board 

Don  Baer,  U.  S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 

Colonel  Ken  Van  Dillen,  HQ  USAF 

Eldon  Erickson,  OEA 

Mark  Paxton,  MX  Missile  Policy  Board 

Jack  Sawyers,  MX  Missile  Policy  Board 

ALSO  PRESENT: 


Kenneth  Olson,  Utah  MX  Coordination  Office 

Ralph  Starr,  MX  Missile  Policy  Board 

William  Hurley,  Utah  Department  of  Transportation 

Major  Bob  McMains,  Utah  MX  Liaison  Officer 

Martin  Prisco,  USAF  Norton  Air  Force  Base 

John  Roach,  Utah  MX  Coordination  Office 

Ann  Keegan,  Utah  MX  Coordination  Office 

Larry  Hoover,  Six  County  Planning  Office 

Terry  Wirth,  Wasatch  Front  Regional  Council 

Charles  Bestor,  MX  Information  Center 

Keith  Haimes,  MX  Concerned  Citizens  of  Central  Utah 

Howard  Leatham,  Utah  Dept,  of  Transportation 

Homer  Chandler,  Mountainland  Association  of  Governments 

Craig  Bott,  Governor's  Budget  Office 

Lisa  Michele  Hunt,  Senator  Garn's  Office 


Eric  Zigas,  EDAW  Inc. 

Larry  Kennings,  EDAW,  Inc. 


Denis?  Earle, 
ATex  Mansour, 


n^epJirtment  of  Transportati 


on 


Chad  Johnson  moved  to  approve  the  minutes  of  the  February  25,  1981  Inter¬ 
governmental  Working  Group  Meeting  held  iri  Cedar  City.  Courtney  Larsen 
seconded  the  motion  which  passed  unanimously. 

Mr.  Bill  Hurley  and  Alex  Mansour  of  the  Utah  Department- of  Transportation 
had  been  asked  by  the  Utah  MX  Coordination  Office  and  the  MX  Missile  Policy 
Board  to  prepare  a  budget  for  transportation  requirements  for  FY  82  that 
would  deal  with  the  transportation  component  of  the  planning  effort  for 
the  short  run  as  well  as  determining  what  the  real  requirements  for  road 
repair  and  construction  would  be  using  the  most  plausible  scenario  for 
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deployment  and,  also,  preferred  alternatives.  The  District  5  Office  in 
Cedar  City  took  the  lead  on  analyzing  these  impacts.  Mr.  Mansour  handed 
out  information  explaining  the  tasks  undertaken  to  prepare  this  analysis. 

A  map  and  summary  of  ownership  of  the  land,  and  costs  and  projected 
construction  and  road  repair  were  broken  out  by  Fiscal  Year  1982  and  1983. 
Using  the  most  probable  scenario,  it  was  determined  that  a  road  would  be 
needed  to  tie  the  operating  base  into  Cedar  City  and  a  road  constructed 
between  the  main  operating  base  in  Coyote  Springs  to  the  secondary  base 
in  Milford,  Utah.  It  is  estimated  that  the  construction  requirements  for 
FY  82  would  be  3.4  million  dollars  for  pre-construction  work  to  be  expended 
during  that  fiscal  year.  Kent  Briggs  made  a  motion  authorizing  that  the 
transportation  package  presented  to  the  Intergovernmental  Working  Group 
be  submitted  to  the  Air  Force  and  Congress  for  funding.  Chad  Johnson 
seconded  the  motion  which  passed  unanimously.  Ralph  Starr  commended 
Alex  and  the  Utah  Department  of  Transportation  for  the  work  that  has  been 
done  on  this  effort. 

UTAH  FISCAL  IMPACT  STUDY  PLAN 

Mr.  Olson  advised  that  the  Utah  MX  Coordination  Office  and  the  MX  Missile 
Policy  Board  have  been  making  contact  with  various  institutions  and 
groups  to  have  a  reconnaissance  developed  that  would  determine  what  the 
final  impact  analysis  should  contain.  Contact  has  been  made  with  John 
Sanger  and  Associates  who  did  the  fiscal  impact  work  for  Kitsap  County. 

John  Sanger  has  been  asked  to  give  us  a  proposal  to  do  an  evaluation 
that,  would  bring  us  to  the  point  of  soliciting  a  bid  from  a  contractor 
to  actually  do  the  fiscal  impact  analysis.  The  costs  of  this  evaluation 
will  be  shared  between  the  Utah  MX  Coordination  Office  and  the  MX  Missile 
Policy  Board  as  well  as  sharing  in  the  direction  of  the  work.  Colonel 
Van  Dillen  stated  that  General  McCarthy  is  concerned  that  this  is  just 
another  study  to  look  at  fiscal  impact  which  has  already  been  done.  Mr. 
Olson  stated  that  this  effort  would  get  us  to  the  point  where  we  could 
establish  the  mechanisms  and  parameters  for  the  fiscal  impact  study  - 
the  contract  with  John  Sanger  and  Associates  would  essentially  develop 
a  scope  of  work.  Jack  Sawyers  made  a  motion  to  approve  this  effort, 

Chad  Johnson  seconded  the  motion.  The  motion  passed  unanimously. 

Mr.  Olson  advised  that  the  State  of  Nevada  has  contracted  with  the  Urban 
Institute  for  their  fiscal  impact  study. 

FISCAL, YEAR  1982  WORK  PROGRAM 

A  memorandum  was  passed  out  which  contained  a  summary  of. the  state  agencies' 
current  funding  request  for  FY  82  planning  monies.  The  Budget  Office  is 
presently  analyzing  these  requests  to  see  how  they  correlate  with  the 
various  budgets  of  these  organizations.  These  requests  will  be  finalized 
and  submitted  to  the  Subcommittee  hearings  for  authorization.  Mr.  Olson 
stated  that  these  hearings  have  been  delayed  until  after  the  Air  Force 
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has  made  its  decision.  The  summary  sheet  included  all  of  the  state  agency 
requests  with  the  exception  of  the  Utah  Department  of  Transportation 
funding  request. 

Mr.  Olson  advised  that  the  Governor's  CETA  funds  would  be  used  to  do  a 
study  about  the  institutions  of  public  and  higher  learning,  labor 
training  and  vocational  needs  if  MX  is  deployed.  The  cost  of  this  study 
is  about  $35,000  which  is  only  Utah's  portion. 

REVIEW  OF  DEIS  COMMENTS 

Mr.  Olson  stated  that  the  state  comments  would  be  released  on  April  23, 

1981  by  the  Governor.  It  was  decided  to  submit  the  three  reviews 
separately  with  a  cover  letter  from  the  Governor  which  would  encompass 
all  of  the  reviews.  It  w as  noted  that  there  were  very  few  technical 
conflicts,  if  any.  Nevada's  comments  are  also  similar  to  the  State  of 
Utah's.  Colonel  Van  Dillen  stated  the  the  Final  EIS  will  be  released 
sometime  during  duly. 

AIR  FORCE  STATUS  REPORT 

Colonel  Van  Dillen  reported  that  the  Townes  Committee  (group  of  14  members 
who  are  looking  at  the  MX  basing  mode}  is  looking  to  see  if  all  of  the 
reasonable  basing  alternatives  have  been  considered  and  to  determine  the 
best  alternative.  The  Air  Force  has  been  making  presentations  to  this 
committee  at  their  request  as  well  as  recommending  modifications  to  the 
present  basing  mode.  The  Townes  Committee  asked  the  Air  Force  to  tell 
them  what  could  be  done  to  reduce  the  impacts  or  restrictions  because  of 
SALT  II.  The  Navy  has  also  made  presentations  about  SUM  and  the  Army 
has  made  a  presentation  on  silos.  The -Air  Force  has  also  been  asked  about 
small  missiles,  launch  under  attack  ar.d  Minuteman.  Colonel  Van  Dillen 
also  advised  that  laxalt  and  Garn  will  be  co-chairing  the  deployment 
hearings  on  MX  in  May  and  announced  that  three  additional  hearings  would 
be  held  in  Reno,  Austin  and  Elko  and  a  public  hearing  in  Provo  on  April 
30th.  Colonel  Van  Dillen  introduced  Larry  innings  of  EDAW,  Inc.  and 
stated  that  EDAW  Inc.  is  the  contractor  that  will  be  doing  the  Base 
Comprehensive  Planning  Study. 

Colonel  Van  Dillen  announced  that  Major  McMains  had  been  made  a  Lieu¬ 
tenant  Colonel  and  offered  the  Air  Force's  congratulations.  The  Working 
Group  also  added  their  congratulations. 

Governor  Matheson  and  Chad  Johnson  testified  before  the  Subcommittee  on 
Military  Installations  and  Facilities  of  the  House  Armed  Services  Committee 
about  the  "block  grant"  mechanism  for  impact  funding.  Mr.  Olson  also 
reported  that  the  Office  of  General  Council  is  reviewing  that  proposal  and 
that  the  Office  of  Economic  Adjustment  gave  a  limited  and  qualified 
endorsement  supporting  the  block  grant  approach. 
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Mr.  Olson  stated  that  he  was  requesting  that  the  company  of  Peat,  Marwick, 
Mitchell  do  a  requirements  analysis  that  would  determine  the  fiscal 
grant  management  system  that  would  be  necessitated  under  a  block  grant 
program.  This  company  will  assess  the  necessary  accounting  and  fiscal 
management  system  to  establish  proper  distribution  of  the  funds, 

OFA  STATUS  REPORT 


The  boom  town  study  has  been  sent  out  to  all  of  the  members  of  the  Inter¬ 
governmental  Working  Group.  It  was  primarily  prepared  for  use  by  the 
local  governments  to  identify  the  kinds  of  problems  that  they  may  be 
facing  to  help  identify  possible  solutions  to  those  problems.  Eldon 
Erickson  also  reported  that  OEA  is  having  Real  Estate  Research  Corporation 
do  a  report  dealing  with  housing  impacts  in  Nevada  and  that  portions 
of  that  report  would  be  adapted  to  determine  problems  in  Utah,  manpower 
needs,  etc.  This  study  is  currently  in  its  third  draft.  It  was 
requested  that  the  State  of  Utah  get  a  copy  of  the  third  draft  to  enable 
us  to  start  adapting  it.  Mr.  Erickson  agreed  to  get  a  copy  sent  out 
immediately. 

It  was  decided  to  hold  the  next  meeting  in  the  deployment  area  on  May  27, 
1981. 

COE  STUDY 

Mr.  Baer  reported  that  the  Life  Support  Study  is  essentially  complete. 

He  also  reported  that  the  Construction  Management  Plan  is  in  its  final 
stage  now  and  should  be  out  by  the  end  of  May.  The  Life  Support  Study 
will  be  released  at  the  same  time. 

Martin  Prisco  advised  that  the  Corps  of  Engineers  would  have  two  teams 
out  in  the  deployment  area  the  last  week  of  April  to  do  reconnaissance 
work  for  the  Tier  II  effort.  He  also  reported  that  casual  use  permits 
would  be  issued  by  BLM. 

Mr.  Johnson  advised  that  he  had  received  funding  requests  for  $30,000 
from  the  Five  County  Association  of  Government,  $30,000  for  the  Six 
County  Commissioner's  Organization  and  $49,000  for  Millard  County  and 
asked  for  the  Working  Group's  A-95  review.  Mayor  Sawyers  moved  that  we 
table  thero  until  the  next  meeting  so  that  the  requests  can  be  reviewed. 

It  was  decided  that  copies  would  be  mailed  out  and  if  the  MX  Missile 
Policy  Board  had  received  a  response  within  a  week,  it  would  be  assumed 
that  the  members  are  in  agreement  to  approve  them. 

The  meeting  was  adjourned  at  3:15  p.m. 
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UTAH  MX  COORDINATION  OFFICE 

448  EAST  400  SOUTH.  SUITE  103 
SALT  LAKE  CITY.  UTAH  84111 

Phone  (801)  364-9647 

SCOTT  M.  MATHESON  KENNETH  C.  OLSON 

GOVERNOR  PROJECT  MANAGER 


MEMORANDUM 


TO:  All  Interested  Persons 

FROM:  Utah  MX  Coordination  Office 

DATE:  June  25,  1981 

SUBJECT:  MX  Siting  Review  Board  Meeting  . 


One  May  22,  1981,  the  first  meeting  of  the  MX  Siting  Review  Board  was  held 
in  Room  305  of  the  Utah  State  Capitol.  The  agenda  and  attendance  list  are 
attached.  The  discussion  is  summarized  below. 

Colonel  Bill  Sims  (AFRCE-MX/DEV)  began  the  meeting  by  introducitn  the  Air  Force 
representatives,  followed  by  the  introduction  of  all  others  present.  He  dis¬ 
cussed  the  responsibilities  of  the  Air  Force  Regional  Civil  Engineer's  Office 
for  MX  (AFRCE-MX)  and  the"  Ballistic  Missile  Office  (BMO).  AFRCE-MX  is  respons¬ 
ible  for  the  siting  and  functioning  of  the  MX  weapon  system. 

Brig.  Gen.  Charles  Lamb  is  the  Air  Force  Regional  Civil  Engineer  for  MX.  With¬ 
in  the  AFRCE-MX  are  several  division,  including  the  Environmental  Planning  Div¬ 
ision  which  is  headed  by  Colonel  Sims  (AFRCE-MX/DEV).  The  deputy  of  this  div¬ 
ision  is  Lt.  Colonel  Bill  Verkest.  Within  the  Environmental  Planning  Division 
are  several  branches,  including  the  Comprehensive  Planning  Branch  which  is 
headed  by  John  Solid,  (AFRCE-MX/DEVC).  Siting  activities  are  conducted  in  this 
branch.  Major  Mike  Elliott  coordinates  MX  weapon  siting  within  the  designated 
deployment  area,  and  Captain  Wayne  Snowbarger  coordinates  siting  for  the  main 
operating  base. 

The  siting  coordination  process  was  then  reviewed.  The  purpose  of  the  MX  Siting 
Review  Board  is  to  formalize  the  communications  network  in  order  to  get  inter¬ 
active  feedback  on  the  MX  weapon  system  siting  proposals  in  a  methodical  way. 

The  basing  mode  decision  is  expected  in  June  of  1981,  and  Colonel  Sims  briefly 
discussed  the  land  withdrawal  process. 

At  present,  227  cluster  (5291  shelters)  have  been  preliminarily  sited  in  all  of 
the  deployment  area  valleys  in  Utah.  This  gives  the  Air  Force  a  10  percent  or 
27  clusters  maneuvering  ability.  Ultimately,  the  Air  Force  must  choose  200 
of  the  227  clusters  revised  second-iteration  site  layouts  for  the  Initial  Operat¬ 
ing  Capability  (IOC)  valleys  by  June  19,  1981  (subsequently  revised  to  June  30,1981) 
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The  Air  Force  will  review  and  react  to  the  comments  on  the  layouts.  Further, 
the  siting  methodology  is  also  open  to  review  and  comment.  The  IOC  valleys 
layouts  should  be  discussed  in  detail.  The  outcome  of  the  site  review  process 
will  be  documented  by  the  Siting  Review  Board's  meeting  minutes;  decisions  will 
be  on  a  concensus  basis  indicating  that  the  siting  process  is  acceptable  and/or 
amendments  to  the  process  will  be  incorporated.  The  Tier  II  process  involves 
incremental  approval  of  site  layouts. 

A  clarification  of  the  MX  Siting  Review  Board  decision-making  process  was  re¬ 
quested;  i.e.,  is  the  process  act^react  or  interactive,  what  is  the  purpose  of 
the  board  and  the  reasons  for  its  creation.  The  Air  Force  prefers  that  the 
board  have  an  act/react  review  and  recommendation  process  having  appropriate 
supporting  documentation.  It  will  not  be  a  decision-making  body.  Of  course, 
this  process  will  he  influenced  by  the  data  and  constraint  evaluations  from 
the  siting  comments;  the  Air  Force  expects  there  to  be  environmental  resource 
trade-off  and  mitigation  proposals.  Divergent  viewpoints  will  be  conveyed  by 
the  Air  Force  representatives  to  their  superiors.  Disagreements  and  resistance 
must  be  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  decision  makers. 

A  concern  was  raised  that  the  Air  Force  develop  a  process  that  facilitates  the 
interchange  of  comments  among  board  members.  Successful  dialogue  would  necess¬ 
itate  exchange  of  opinions/comments.  The  Air  Force  agreed  and  said  that  their 
siting  comments  would  be  open  to  review  by  all.  It  was  suggested  that  the 
board  members  send  copies  of  their  siting  comments  to  one  another.  The  Air 
Force  policy  is  that  comments  to  be  coordinated  at  the  MX  Site  Review  Board 
meeting,  not  prior;  the  Air  Force  wants  an  open,  nonmanipulative  review  process. 

In  summary,  the  purpose  of  the  MX  Site  Review  Board  is  one  of  information  ex¬ 
change,  coordination  of  siting  layouts,  review  of  siting  conflicts  and  identi¬ 
fication  of  appropriate  mitigation  measures. 

The  operation  of  the  board  was  then  reviewed.  The  Air  Force  will  internally 
review  the  preliminary  MX  weapon  system  site  layouts.  .The  board  members  will 
be  the  focal  points  for  distribution  of  the  preliminary  layouts  within  their 
own  organizations  and  for  the  review  of  the  layouts,  which  will  be  forwarded  to 
the  Air  Force  before  board  meetings.  The  comments  will  be  discussed  at  the 
board  meetings,  and  documentation  of  approvals  or  disagreements  will  be  through 
the  meeting  minutes  or  letters/memorandums. 

A  clarification  of  the  decision-making  hierarchy  was  requested.  The  Air  Force 
indicated  that  decisions  following  the  Tier  I  decisions  are  dependent  on  the 
enabling  legislation;  decision-making  authority  could  be  delegated  increment¬ 
ally  (possibly  to  the  Secretaries  of  Defense  and  Interior),  or  Congress  could 
retain  the  prerogative  to  make  decisions  at  the  legislative  level.  AFRCE-MX 
will  prepare  the  land  withdrawal  proposals,  which  will  then  be  sent  to  the 
Pentagon,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  real -estate  section  and  the  BLM.  Public 
hearings  will  be  held  on  individual  applications.  The  specific  decisions  would 
be  made  in  accordance  with  the  land  withdrawal  legislation. 

The  Air  Force  was  asked  to  clarify  under  what  conditions  the  Air  Force  decision 
makers  changing  the  board's  recommended  approvals.  The  Air  Force  suggested 
that,  for  example,  decisions  could  be  made  to  not  site  the  weapon  system  in  all 
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or  part  of  controversial  valleys,  or  to  site  the  weapon  system  outside  of  the 
suitability  zones  (which  would  require  a  supplemental  Tier  I  environmental 
impact  statement). 

The  BLM  asi.ed  who  had  participated  in  the  development  of  the  siting  criteria. 

The  Air  Force  said  that  the  BLM  had  been  involved  in  all  major  aspects  of 
siting.  They  had  provided  the  Air  Force  as  much  feedback  and  assistance  as 
possible,  given  the  BLM's  manpower  constraints. 

The  operation  of  the  board  was  then  discussed  in  greater  detail.  ERTEC  Western 
prepares  the  site  proposals.  The  Air  Force  cursorily  review  these  for  adequacy. 
The  focal  points  for  recommendations  would  be  the  board  members. 

A  question  was  raised  about  the  participation  of  federal  agencies  (in  addition 
to  the  BLM  and  US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service)  on  the  board;  the  Air  Force  asked 
for  clarification.  It  was  suggested  that  the  USDA  and  USDOT,  as  well  as  other 
federal  agencies,  could  conceivably  be  interested  in  reviewing  the  site  layouts, 
but  there  is  no  opportunity  for  this  to  occur  as  the  board  is  currently  struc¬ 
tured.  Coloned  Sims  said  that  the  Air  Force  would  contact  the  Federal  Regional 
Council  in  Denver  (Region  VIII)  and  solicit  the  participation  of  other  interest¬ 
ed  federal  agencies.  The  Corps  of  Engineers  suggested  that  participation  on 
the  board  be  restricted  to  land  managers.  The  Forest  Service  indicated  that  to 
date,  their  agency  had  been  neglected  by  the  Air  Force.  Colonel  Sims  agreed 
that  there  were  problems  and  said  that  the  Air  Force  is  currently  attempting 
to  resolve  them.  The  Air  Force  said  that  they  would  prefer  written  comments  on 
the  site  layouts;  maps  are  acceptable  supporting  documentation. 

The  siting  process  was  then  reviewed.  The  system  was  overviewed,  showing  the 
Designated  Assembly  Area  (DAA)  connected  to  the  Designated  Deployment  Area  (DDA) 
via  the  Designated  Transportation  Network  (DTN),  which  also  connects  the  clusters, 
which  are  connected  to  the  shelters  via  unpaved  clusters  roads.  The  conceptual 
regional  layout  proposal  was  then  discussed.  The  distance  from  the  DAA  to  the 
nearest  cluster  is  about  30  miles,  from  the  DAA  to  the  nearest  Area  Support 
Center  (ASC)  is  about  100  miles,  from  the  DAA  to  the  farthest  cluster  is  about 
330  miles,  and  from  ASC  to  ASC  is  about  110  miles.  The  average  speed  of  the 
transport  vehicle  is  25  miles  an  hour.  The  DTN  will  be  open  to  public  use. 

In  fact,  only  the  fenced  physical  facilities  (shelters,  cluster  maintenance 
facilities,  area  support  centers,  etc.)  will  not  be  accessable  to  the  public. 

The  Air  Force  reiterated  their  policy  of  unimpared  public  access  during  construc¬ 
tion  and  operations. 

THe  MX  land  withdrawal  concept  was  then  reviewed.  The  legislative  proposal  will 
contain  survey  legal  descriptions  for  the  sites  in  the  IOC  valleys,  as  well  as 
a  Tier  II  Environmental  Assessment.  Protracted  legal  descriptions  will  be  prov¬ 
ided  for  the  remaining  deployment  area  sites.  Congressional  approval  will  result 
in  segregation  of  all  of  the  land  parcels  needed  to  meet  the  MX  requirements. 

The  surveyed  sites  in  the  IOC  valleys  would  be  immediately  released  to  the  Air 
Force;  the  Department  of  Interior  would  be  empowered  to  release  the  remaining 
IOC  sites  on  an  incremental  basis,  according  to  procedures  approved  by  Congress. 

The  land  withdrawal  for  the  IOC  was  then  discussed  in  greater  detail.  The  IOC 
land  withdrawal  proposal  will  include:  the  main  operating  base  and  facilities. 


All  Interested  Persons  Memorandum  Continued 
Page  4 

June  24,-1981 


the  designated  assembly  area,  the  operational  base  test  site,  ten  missile 
clusters  (230  shelters),  the  designated  transprotation  network  and  the  cluster 
roads.  The  Tier  IIA  environmental  assessment  for  the  main  operating  base  site 
will  be  written  by  HDR;  EDAW  Inc.  is  the  Air  Force  consultant  doing  the  Base 
Comprehensive  Plan  for  the  main  operating  base.  The  Corp  of  Engineers  will 
manage  the  construction  activities;  they  are  the  Air  Force's  construction 
agent. 

The  Air  Force  said  that  the  siting  layouts  will  vary  according  to  the  siting 
criteria  applied.  The  Air  Force  wants  to  develop  a  generic  siting  process  that 
will  work  regardless  of  the  criteria  used.  The  Air  Force  was  asked  whether 
changes  in  the  siting  criteria  would  affect  the  suitabie/siteable  area  boundaries. 
The  Air  Force  said  that  the  criteria  do  affect  the  siting  boundaries. 

The  representative  of  the  Southern  Paiutes  said  that  the  tribe  was  having  diffi¬ 
culty  dealing  with  the  multiple-track  environmental  tiering  process.  Colonel 
Sims  acknowleged  the  tribe's  concerns  but  indicated  that  the  layered  process  was 
due  to  the  Air  Force's  tight  constraints. 

The  siting  criteria  were  then  discussed  in  detail.  The  geotechnical  requirements 
(exclusion  criteria)  are  areas  where  the  depth  to  bedrock  is  less  than  50  feet, 
depth  to  ground  water  is  less  than  50  feet,  the  grade  is  greater  than  10  percent, 
and  the  drainage  spacing  is  unacceptable  (e.g.,  there  are  two  10-foot  drainages 
less  than  a  thousand  feet  apart).  The  geotechnical  considerations  (avoidance 
criteria)  are  areas  where  there  is  advers  terrain,  perrenial  drainage,  playas, 
ground  cracks,  sheet  flooding  or  potentially  active  faults 

Environmental  and  cultural  site  factors  were  then  discussed.  The  exclusion 
criteria  include  wilderness  areas,  Indian  reservations,  forests,  parks,  monuments 
grasslands,  preserves,  wildlife  refuges,  Indian  grazing  lands,  historic  sites 
and  population  centers.  Also  considered  are  the  Corps  of  Engineers  exclusion 
areas,  areas  of  high  potential  economic  resource  areas  (mineral),  and  population 
stand-off  distances  (18  nautical  miles  from  communities  of  more  than  25,000 
people  or  three  nautical  miles  from  communites  of  more  than  3,000  people). 

Avoidance  and  mitigation  factors  were  then  discussed.  These  include  the  legal 
and  policy  restraints  authorized  in  the  MX  DEIS,  such  as  threatened  and  endanger- 
•  ed  species,  historic  properties,  sacred  sites,  air  quality  nonattainment  areas, 
prime  farmlands  and  paleontological  resource  areas.  The  stand-ff  requirements 
include  roads  and  highways,  power  lines,  pipelines  and  inhabited  buildings. 

Environmental  and  cultural  resources  were  also  considered.  These  include  sensitive 
sensitive  species  habitiat  and  natural  areas. 

A  question  was  raised  about  HDR  and  ERTEC  suitability  zones  conflicts.  The  Air 
Force  was  asked  to  specify  how  the  data  was  provided,  since  the  states  need  to 
verify  the  accuracy  of  the  constraint  data.  The  Air  Force  agreed  to  furnish  en¬ 
vironmental  resource  constraint  maps  to  Utah. 

The  siting  methodology  was  then  discussed.  The  geotechnically  suitable  area 
boundaries  are  defined;  the  layouts  are  the  delineated  within  the  geotechnically 
suitable/environmentally  siteable  boundaries.  To  date,  resiting  has  been  by 
bilateral  arrangement  (i.e.,  between  the  Air  Force  and  special  interest  group 
or  individual).  The  siting  review  board  will  open  up  this  process. 
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MEMORANDUM 


TO: 

Ken  Olson 

,  John  Roach,  Ann  Keegan 

FROM: 

Paul  Cox 

"Qjl 

DATE: 

June  26, 

1981 

SUBJECT: 

MX  Siting 

in  Pine  and  Wah  Wah  Valleys 

I  have  been  reviewing  comments  for  the  various  state  agencies  on  the  second 
iteration  of  the  Air  Force  MX  siting  in  Pine  and  Wah  Hah  Valleys.  It  appears  to 
me  that  the  second  iteration  differs  from  the  first  only  in  relatively  minor 
details  such  as  the  precise  location  of  missile  shelters,  angle  of  roads,  etc. 

The  only  exception  I  can  find  to  this  is  missile  cluster  number  one  in  Wah  Wah 
Valley  which  has  been  shifted  slightly  eastward,  thereby  partially  avoiding 
critical  wildlife  habitat.  By  constructing  transparent  overlays  of  predicted 
ecological  disturbance  zones  at  a  radius  of  1.5  km  from  each  DDA,  I  can  find  no 
significant  difference  from  iteration  one  ecological  disturbance  zones  other  than 
the  single  exception  noted  above.  I  am  therefore  forced  to  conclude  that  little 
attention  has  been  given  by  the  Air  Force  to  the  state  comments  supplied  on 
iteration  one.  This  conclusion  is  supported  by  the  comments  of  the  various  state 
agencies  which  we  have  recently  received. 

Given  the  paucity  of  site-specific  environmental  data,  the  lack  of  distortion- 
free  maps,  and  the  extremely  sketchy  data  base,  I  suggest  that  it  is  premature 
to  propose  small-scale  changes  in  the  location  of  individual  shelters  to  the 
Air  Force.  In  my  opinion,  at  this  stage,  it  would  be  far  more  useful  to  discuss 
the  shifting  or  removal  of  entire  missile  clusters.  For  example,  cluster  five 
in  Pine  Valley  currently  divides  key  wildlife  habitat  into  three  distinct  bio- 
geographical  islands.  Its  removal  or  repositioning  would  allow  a  north  scuth 
wildlife  corridor,  avoiding  the  almost  certain  decimation  of  the  big  game  popula¬ 
tions  which  would  otherwise  occur. 

One  general  problem  with  the  first  and  second  iteration  schemes  supplied  by  the 
Air  Force  is  the  lack  of  specification  of  all  MX  features  in  the  areas  concerned. 
The  current  iterations  detail  only  DDAs,  but  do  not  include  DTNs  or  OBs. 

it  is  very  difficult  for  the  state  agencies  to  predict  interactive  and  cumulative 
impacts  of  the  weapons  system  deployment  unless  all  MX  features  are  considered 
simultaneously.  It  would  perhaps- be  useful  if  the  state  were  to  request  from 
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the  Air  Force  on  future  iterations,  maps  of  the  weapons  system  which  detail  all 
MX  features  in  the  specified  area. 

I  would  greatly  appreciate  your  advice,  suggestions,  comments,  criticisms, 
exhortation  or  warnings  on  this  matter  as  I  wish  to  draft  a  response  consistent 
with  state  policy  and  with  your  way  of  thinking.  I  am  very  aware  of  my  ignor¬ 
ance  on  many  MX  matters,  and  always  appreciate  any  suggestion  you  may  wish  to 
give  me  on  completing  my  assigned  tasks. 
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Major  Mike  Elliott,  USAF 
AFRCE-MX/DEV 

Norton  Air  Force  Base,  CA  92409 
Dear  Major  Elliott: 

The  various  agencies  and  departments  of  the  State  of  Utah,  together  with  our  staff, 
have  carefully  reviewed  the  second  iteration  on  the  proposed  weapons  systems  dep¬ 
loyment  in  Pine  and  Hah  Wah  Valleys.  It  appears  that  with  the  exception  of  missile 
cluster  #1  in  Wah  Wan  Valley,  the  second  iteration  differs  from  the  first  only  in 
minor  details  such  as  the  precise  locations  of  missile  shelters  and  road  branching 
angles.  By  comparing  ecological  disturbance  zones  at  a  radius  of  1.5km  from  each 
DDA,  no  significant  differences  between  the  first  and  second  iteration  can  be 
found  other  than  the  single  exception  noted  above.  We  are  therefore  forced  to  con¬ 
clude  that  little  attention  has  been  given  by  the  Air  Force  to  the  state  comments 
supplied  on  iteration  one;  this  conclusion  was  confirmed  yesterday  in  a  telephone 
conversation  with  you  when  you  indicated  that  the  comments  will  first  be  reviewed 
by  the  Air  Force  in  the  preparation  of  iteration  number  three. 

At  this  stage  in  the  siting  process,  we  suggest  that  it  is  premature  to  propose 
small-scale  changes  in  the  location  of  site-specific  MX  features,  and  that  a  more 
useful  dialogue  between  governmental  agencies  would  concern  siting  decisions  at  a 
cluster  and  valley  level.  The  paucity  of  site-specific  environmental  data  and  the 
extremely  coarse-grained  data  base  currently  available  would  exacerbate  the  arbi¬ 
trariness  of  siting  individual’  shelters;  however,  we  could,  with  our  current  data 
resources,  provide  valuable  advice  and  commentary  on  siting  decisions  on  a  more 
zonal  level.  Given  adequate  lead  time,  the  state  could  utilize  a  heuristic  proced¬ 
ure  to  identify  environmentally  sensitive  areas  and  provide  the  Air  Force  with  a 
hierarchy  of  zones  or  valleys  to  be  considered  for  exclusion  from  weapon  system 
deployment. 

Given  that  such  a  process  has  yet  to  be  implemented,  the  following  comments  are 
offered  on  the  second  iteration  of  the  weapons  systems  deployment  in  Pine  and  Wah 
Wah  Valleys  with  the  understanding  that  the  state  does  not  forfeit  the  right  to 
alter  siting  recommendations  in  these  valleys  should  these  recommendations  later 
conflict  with  a  more  global  analysis  of  weapons  system  deployment  in  Utah. 

As  was  previously  stated  in  the  comments  provided  on  iteration  one,  both  Pine  and 
Wah  Wah  Valleys  have  extreme  agricultural ,  biological  and  geochemical  importance 
to  Utah.  Both  valleys  are  important  for  grazing  and  ranching,  as  breeding  grounds 
for  wildlifet  for  potential  mineral  developments,  and  for  archeological  sites. 
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Although  adverse  impacts  would  be  felt  throughout  the  state,  such  impacts  would  be 
particularly  deleterious  to  the  several  Utah  families  who  have  lived  and  worked  in 
the  valleys  for  generations.  It  is  therefore  emphasized  that  potential  MX  sitings 
in  these  valleys  be  made  with  a  particular  sensitivity  to  the  important  resources  ^ 

and  people  found  there,  and  that  specific  siting  decisions  be  made  only  after  a 
careful  acquisition  of  a  detailed  data  base  is  made. 

It  is  specifically  suggested  that  the  southern  ends  of  both  Pine  and  Hah  Wah  Valleys 
be  excluded  from  weapons  system  deployment.  •The  present  proposed  positioning  of 
cluster  number  five  in  the  southern  end  of  Pine  Valley  would  severely  impact  several  » 
important  resources: 

1.  Critical  water  developments  used  for  agricultural  purposes. 

2.  Critical  wildlife  habitat. 

a.  Cluster  #5  divides  the  key  pronghorn  antelope  habitat  into  three  dis- 
creet  bio-geographical  islands,  while  its  removal  will  allow  a  north/south 
corridor  to  exist  along  the  west  side  of  the  valley.  The  protection  of 
this  corridor  would  partially  prevent  the  destruction  of  the  antelope  herd 
that  otherwise  would  result  from  partitioning  the  corridor  into  small 

islands.  ' 

b.  Cluster  #5  severely  impacts  known  sage  grouse  leks. 

_ ^c.  Cluster  #5  severely  impacts  introduced  prairie  dog  colonies. 

d.  Cluster  #5  severely  impacts  known  raptor  nests.  * 

3.  Mineral  resources  —  cluster  #5  would  particularly  impact  the  well -f i el d 
area  for  the  Getty-Phelps  Dodge  molybdenum  deposit. 

The  present  proposed  positioning  of  cluster  #1  in  the  south  end  of  Wah  Wah  Valley  I 

would  also  severely  impact  several  important  resources. 

1.  A  well-established  ranching  operation  which  is  on  the  more  productive  por¬ 
tion  of  the  valley. 

2.  Key  pronghorn  antelope  habitat  in  the  southwest  portion  of  the  valley  and  > 
the  wildlife  associated  with  Wah  Wah  Springs. 

3.  The  power-line  corridor  for  the  Pine  Grove  molybdenum  project. 

It  should  be  noted  that  singling  out  these  tv/o  clusters  for  special  attention  does 
not  indicate  a  lack  of  deleterious  impacts  from  the  other  clusters;  specific  comments  1 

from  the  various  state  agencies,  which  detail  potential  impacts  from  the  various 
cluster  groups,  should  be  studied. 

It  should  also  be  noted  that  this  analysis  was  completed  in  the  absence  of  a  suffi¬ 
cient  description  by  the  Air  Force  of  the  proposed  weapons  system.  Specific  _  , 

disturbances  and  structures,  including,  but  not  limited  to,  borrow  pits,  pipeline 
and  transmission  line  routings,  area  support  centers  and  designated  transportation 
networks,  construction  camps  and  remote  surveillance  sites,  were  either  not  shown 
on  the  maps  provided  or  not  described  in  sufficient  detail  to  predict  the  possible 
synergistic  and  cumulative  impacts  of  the  entire  weapons  system.  In  this  sense, 
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an  accurate  prediction  of  possible  impacts  yet  awaits  a  complete  description  by 
the  Air  Force  of  the  proposed  federal  action,  and  the  Air  Force  acquisition  o 
scientifically  adequate  environmental  data  base  for  the  siting  localities. 


Sincerely, 

.A 

Kenneth  C.  Olson 
Project  Manager 

KC0:pac 


Enclosure  —  state  agency  comments 
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Steve  Bradhurst 
Ralph  Starr 


state  of  Utah 
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DIVISION  Or  WILDLIFE  RESOURCES 

DOUGLAS  F.  DAY  v'v 

Director  1596  West  North  Tempte/Sa't  Lake  City,  Utah  84116/80  1  533-9333 


Mr.  Kenneth  C.  Olson 
Project  Manager 
Utah  MX  Coordination  Office 
448  East  400  South,  Suite  103 
Salt  Lake  City,  Utah  84111 

Bear  Ken: 

Reference  is  made  to  our  constraint  analysis  for  Pine  and  Wah  Wah  valleys 
(UEWR  letter  to  Utah  MX  office,  November  25,  1930);  our  general  and  specific 
comments  on  ETN  corridor  alignments  in  Pine  and  Wah  Wah  valleys  (UEWR  letter 
to  Martin  Marietta  Aerospace,  April  2,  1931);  and  your  May  18,  1931  request 
for  additional  comments  on  MX  missile  shelter  sites,  remote  surveillance 
sites,  cluster  maintenance  facilities,  cluster  roaa3,  and  portions  of  the 
designated  transportation  network  in  Pine  and  Wah  Wah  valleys. 

Since  only  portions  of  the  ETN  are  shown  on  the  May  1931  maps  with  the  same 
alignment  that  was  shown  on  February  1931  review  and  comment  maps,  we  can  only 
repeat  the  recommendations  in  our  letter  of  April  2,  1981  to  Martin  Marietta 
Aerospace,  that  the  DTN  should  be  realigned  to  the  bottoms  of  both  Pine  and 
Wah  Wah  valleys  with  a  configuration  that  would  avoid  important  wildlife  water 
holes,  key  habitat  and  other  important  wildlife  habitat. 

The  absence  of  site-specific  biological  data  limits  our  evaluation  of  shelter 
sites,  CMP  and  other  MX  features  to  recommendations  based  largely  on  general 
knowledge  of  the  area.  Thi3  deficiency  limits  potentials  for  adequate 
protection  of  the  wildlife  resources.  Therefore,  the  data  and  recommendations 
in  our  constraint  analysis  also  is  still  applicable,  subject  to  the  following 
discussion.  This  matter  should  be  discussed  with  the  Air  Force. 

Wah  Wah  Valley 

Old  cluster  group  No.  1  has  been  moved  entirely  east  of  the  DTN  as  we  (and 
possibly  others)  recommended  in  the  constraint  analysis.  Thus,  the  jwongiiorn 
antelope  key  area  south  of  Wah  Wah  Springs  will  be  subject  to  less  initial 
direct  disturbance  while  the  remainder  of  the  valley  will  absorb  the  other 
shelters  and  related  MX  features.  The  unchanged  ETN  will  still  constantly 
impact  the  lower  east  portion  of  the  pronghorn  antelope  key  area  and  should  he 
moved  farther  east.  Shelter  site  1-6  would  impact  a  minimum  of  one  wildlife 
water  hole  in  Section  29  in  the  key  area  and  should  he  moved.  The  pronghorn 
antelope  key  area  south  of  Wah  Wah  Springs  should  be  designated  a  mitigation 
habitat  area  and  should  be  developed  and  managed  accordingly  for  pronghorn 
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antelope,  mourning  dove,  raptors  and  other  wildlife  locally  impacted  by  MX. 
Water  developments,  and  range  improvement  by  management  of  domestic  livestock 
grazing  should  be  a  part  of  the  mitigation. 

Old  cluster  group  No.  2  has  been  moved  to  lower  elevations  on  the  west  slope 
of  the  San  Francisco  Mountains.  Shelter  sites  2-3,  2-4,  2-5  and  the  DTN,  2-19 
and  2-22  would  cause  significant  impact  to  pronghorn  antelope,  mourning  dove 
and  other  wildlife  using  Dutchman  and  Newhouse  reservoirs  and  the  water  in 
Section  17  on  the  bench  northeast  of  the  W ah  Wah  Ranch.  These  5  shelter  sites 
and  a  segment  of  the  DTN  should  be  moved. 

The  south  part  of  old  cluster  group  No.  3  has  been  moved  east  to  lower 
elevations;  so  the  important  pronghorn  antelope  habitat  north  of  Wah  Wah 
Springs  will  be  subject  to  slightly  less  initial  direct  disturbance.  The 
north  part  of  old  cluster  group  No.  3  has  been  moved  south  in  Lawson  Cove;  so 
the  chukar  habitat  in  the  Gray  Hills  will  be  subject  to  slightly  less  initial 
direct  disturbance,  but  pronghorn  antelope  would  still  be  highly  impacted. 

Significant  impacts  to  pronghorn  antelope  and  raptors  would  result  with  these 
changes.  Shelter  site  No.  3-8  of  cluster  group  No.  3  is  within  one  mile  of 
active  golden  eagle  and  prairie  falcon  nests  in  Section  28.  Shelter  sites 
3-11,  3-12  and  3-18  and  the  cluster  maintenance  facility  and  alternate  cluster 
maintenance  facility  are  within  one  mile  of  a  prairie  falcon  nest  on  fifteen 
mile  point  in  Section  14*  Shelter  sites  3-1  and  3-16  are  within  one  mile  of  a 
minimum  of  one  wildlife  water  hole  in  Section  29*  These  8  shelter  sites  and 
cluster  maintenance  facilities  should  be  relocated  to  other  areas  of  lower 
wildlife  and  habitat  values  to  protect  the  wildlife  resources  as  recommended 
in  the  constraint  analysis.  MX  features  should  be  located  outside  a  minimum 
one  mile  protective  buffer  zone  for  each  raptor  ne3t  (raptors  have  alternative 
nesting  sites,  and  any  nest  may  be  inactive  for  a  given  year  and  active  the 
following  year).  This  protective  buffer  zone  is  necessary  to  prevent 
excessive  disturbance  to  the  raptors  and  possible  abandonment  of  their  nests. 

Old  cluster  group  No.  4  has  been  moved  to  various  locations  around  Brown  Knoll 
•  in  areas  that  would  require  further  study  to  determine  if  proposed  new 

locations  of  MX  DDA  would  be  more  or  less  detrimental  to  wildlife  resources. 

The  old  cluster  group  No.  5  has  been  moved  to  lower  and  higher  elevations  on 
the  north  and  northwest  slope  of  the  San  Francisco  Mountains  east  of  Vah  Vah 
Valley  Hardpan.  The  DTN  and  cluster  road  for  cluster  group  No.  5  would  cause 
high  significant  impact  to  pronghorn  antelope,  mourning  dove  and  other 
wildlife  U3ing  Wah  Wah  Well  at  the  north  end  of  Wah  Wah  Valley  Hardpan. 

Shelter  sites  5-2,  5-5,  5-6,  5-7,  5-8,  5-18  and  5-20  would  impact  wildlife 
using  East  Hardpan  reservoir,  Lakeview  Reservoir  No.  2  and  Lakeview 
Reservoir.  These  nine  MX  features  should  be  moved  to  other  areas  of  lower 
wildlife  and  habitat  values  to  protect  the  wildlife  resources.  MX  features 
should  be  located  outside  a  minimum  one  mile  protective  buffer  zone  for  each 
wildlife  water  hole.  This  protective  buffer  zone  is  necessary  to  prevent 
disturbance  to  watering  wildlife  that  could  result  in  abandonment,  mortality 
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and  loss  of  production  during  dry  periods.  In  Vah  Wah  Valley,  19  shelter 
sites,  3  PIN  segments,  2  CMF  and  1  cluster  road  would  adversely  impact  a 
minimum  of  9  water  holes,  3  raptor  nests  and  pronghorn  antelope  key  area. 

Pine  Valley 

None  of  the  MX  missile  cluster  groups  Nos.  1,  2,  4  and  5,  or  shelter  sites  3, 
4»  6,  7 ,  9,  12,  16  and  18  and  RSS2  of  cluster  group  No.  3  has  been  relocated 
to  areas  of  lower  wildlife  and  habitat  values  to  protect  wildlife  resources  as 
we  recommended  in  our  constraint  analysis.  There  has  been  no  significant 
change  in  the  DBA  to  mitigate  impacts  on  wildlife  and  habitat.  Shelter  sites, 
CMF  and  alternate  CMF  are  still  spread  throughout  the  key  pronghorn  antelope 
habitat  and  year-round  ranges  and  key  sage  grouse  winter  and  assumed  nesting 
habitat  surrounding  the  two  strutting  grounds.  The  latest  proposed  DDA  will 
have  high  significant  impact  on  all  the  pronghorn  antelope,  sage  grouse, 
mourning  dove  and  other  wildlife  in  the  valley,  including  pronghorn  antelope 
using  habitat  within  the  Desert  Experimental  Range.  Water  sources  for 
pronghorn  and  mourning  dove  are  additional  high  value  habitat  features  that 
will  be  significantly  impacted  by  the  project. 

Old  cluster  group  No.  1  is  in  the  same  general  location.  Shelter  sites  1-1 
and  the  DTH,  1-2,  1-3*  1-4  and  the  DTH,  1-6  and  the  DTN,  and  1-18,  would 
impact  wildlife  use  of  a  minimum  of  4  water  holes. 

Old  cluster  group  No.  2  has  been  moved  east  to  lower  elevations  so  the 
pronghorn  antelope  key  habitat  and  3  raptor  nests  (2  golden  eagle  and  1 
prairie  falcon)  on  the  foothills  and  higher  peaks  of  the  Needles  would  be 
subject  to  slightly  less  initial  direct  impact.  Shelter  sites  2-5,  2-6,  2-10, 

2- 12,  2-13*  2-14  and  HSS  and  alternate  CMF,  and  2-15,  2-16,  2-17,  2-19,  2-21 

and  2-22,  would  adversely  impact  wildlife  use  of- a  minimum  of  8  water  holes. 

% 

Old  cluster  group  No.  3  has  been  moved  slightly  south.  Shelter  sites  3-1* 

3- 3,  3-4,  3-5  and  the  DTN,  3-6,  3-7,  3-8,  3-9,  3-11,  3-12  and  3-18,  would 

adversely  impact  a  prairie  falcon  nest  and  wildlife  use  of  a  minimum  of  8 
water  holes.  In  addition,  4  raptor  nests  (one  red-tailed  hawk,  two  prairie 
falcon  and  one  golden  eagle)  south  of  Pierson  Cove  slightly  more  than  one  mile 
distant  would  also  be  impacted.  The  DTN  between  State  Highway  21  and  the 
Desert  Experimental  Hangs  (south  boundary)  would  impact  wildlife  use  of  one 
additional  water  hole.  _  , 

Old  cluster  group  No.  4  has  been  extended  slightly  south  on  the  south  end. 
Shelter  sites  4-4,  4-5,  4-6,  4-7,  4-8,  4-9,  4-10,  4-11,  4-12,  4-13,  4-14, 

4- 15,  4-17  and  the  DTN,  4-21,  4-23  and  the  DTN  and  alternate  CMF,  would 
adversely  impact  one  raptor  nest  and  wildlife  use  of  a  minimum  of  13  water 
holes.  In  addition,  hunting  habitat  for  5  pairs  of  prairie  falcons  (5  nests) 

2  miles  distant,  would  also  be  impacted. 

Old  cluster  group  No.  5  Has  been  moved  slightly  south  and  east  to  lower 
elevations  so  the  important  prairie  falcon  nest  and  feeding  area  at  the  south 
end  of  Elephant  Back  would  be  subject  to  slightly  less  initial  direct  impact. 
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Shelter  sites  5-3,  5-6,  5-7,  5-8,  5-10  and  the  CMF,  5-11,  5-12,  5-13  and  5-16, 
are  within  2  miles  and  would  adversely  impact  2  known  sage  grouse  strutting 
grounds  in  Section  3,  T.  29  S.,  R.  18  W.  and  associated  nesting  habitat 
surrounding  the  strutting  grounds.  Shelter  sites  5-1,  5-3,  5-4  and  the  DTN, 

5-5  and  the  DTN,  5-6,  5-7,  5-8,  5-13,  5-18,  5-19,  5-20,  5-21  and  5-22  are 
within  one  mile  and  would  adversely  impact  wildlife  use  of  a  minimum  of  12 
water  holes.  A  minimum  of  4  wildlife  water  holes  are  within  the  two-mile 
buffer  zone  of  the  sage  grouse  strutting  grounds.  Therefore,  sage  grouse 
would  be  extremely  impacted  by  loss  of  nesting  habitat  and  disrupting 
disturbance  to  the  strutting  grounds,  adjacent  nesting  habitat  and  water  holes. 

In  Pine  Valley,  61  shelter  sites,  3  cluster  maintenance  facilities,  9  DTN 
segments  and  1  RSS  would  adversely  impact  a  minimum  of  44  wildlife  water 
holes,  2  known  sage  grouse  strutting  grounds,  11  raptor  nests  and  many 
thousands  of  acres  of  wildlife  habitat  in  pronghorn  antelope  key  areas.  These 
features  should  be  relocated  to  other  areas  of  lower  wildlife  and  habitat 
values  to  protect  the  wildlife  resources  as  recommended  in  the  constraint 
analysis.  The  one  mile  buffer  zone  for  raptors  would  prevent  excessive 
disturbance  and  possible  nest  abandonment,  and  the  two-mile  buf  ‘er  zone  for 
sage  grouse  would  protect  the  winter  range,  strutting  grounds  and  nesting 
habitat  so  vital  to  the  continued  existence  of  this  sage  grouse  population. 

The  one-mile  buffer  zone  for  water  holes  would  prevent  disturbance  and 
possible  abandonment  of  use  for  pronghorn  antelope  and  other  wildlife.  The 
number  of  project  features  and  habitat  features  within  UDWR  recomnended  buffer 
zones  is  shown  in  the  following  summary. 

SUMMARY  OF  NUMBER  OF  PROJECT  AND  HABITAT  FEATURES  WITHIN  BUFFER  ZONES 


Wah  Wah  Valley  Pine  Valley 

Cluster  SS  DTN  CMF  RSS  CR  SS  DTN  CMF  RSS  Totals 


#1  1  1  .  2  6  3  —  —  9  11 

#2  5  1  —  —  6  12  —  1  1  14  20 

#3  6  —  2  —  —  8  11  2  —  —  13  21 

#4  —  —  —  —  —  0  15  2  1  —  18  18 

#5  7  1  —  —  1  9  17  2  1  —  20  29 


19  3  2  0  1  25  61  9  3  1  74  99 


Water  holes  9  Water  holes  44  53 

Raptor  nests  3*  Raptor  nests  11**  14 

Sage  grouse 

strutting  ground  2  2 


*Does  not  include  raptor  nests  on  the  west  side  of  the  San  Francisco 
Mountains . 

**2  within  one-raile  buffer  zone. 
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The  locations  of  the  UDWR  proposed  buffer  zones  plotted  on  enclosed  DDA  layout 
maps  provided  by  the  Air  Force  show  that  some  of  the  wildlife  habitat  features 
(raptor  nest,  wildlife  water  hole  and/or  sage  grouse  strutting  ground-nesting 
area)  would  be  impacted  by  more  than  one  MX  project  feature.  Also,  one  MX 
project  feature  may  impact  more  than  one  wildlife  habitat  feature.  For 
example,  in  Wah  Wah  Valley,  the  prairie  falcon  nest  at  fifteen  mile  point 
would  be  impacted  by  shelter  sites  3-11,  3-12,  3-18  and  a  CMF.  Southwest,  one 
shelter  site,  3-8,  would  impact  a  golden  eagle  nest  and  a  prairie  falcon  neat 
in  Section  28.  In  other  examples  there  would  be  multiple  overlapping  of 
buffer  zones.  In  Pine  Valley,  two  sage  grouse  strutting  grounds  in  Section  3 
and  adjacent  nesting  area,  four  wildlife  water  holes  and  pronghorn  antelope 
key  area  would  be  impacted  by  shelter  sites  5-3,  5-6,  5-7,  5-8  and  5-13  within 
one-mile  buffer  zones  also  within  a  larger  two-mile  buffer  zone  that  would  be 
additionally  impacted  by  shelter  sites  5-10,  CMF,  5-11,  5-12  and  5-16*  All  of 
the  impacted  habitat  features  described  are  important  and  should  be  avoided. 
Additional  field  studies  (Tier  2  and  later)  would  be  required  if  assignment  of 
relative  values  and/or  priorities  of  each  feature  is  necessary. 

The  one-mile  buffer  zone  for  protection  of  raptor  nests  is  based  on  the 
professional  opinion  of  UDWR  raptor  biologists.  The  one-mile  buffer  zone  for 
protection  of  wildlife  water  holes  is  also  based  on  professional  opinion  of 
UDWR  wildlife  biologists.  The  two-mile  buffer  zone  for  protection  of  Bage 
grouse  strutting  grounds -nesting  area  is  based  on  considerable  research  by  the 
Western  States  Sage  Grouse  Committee  published  as,  "Guidelines  for  Maintenance 
of  Sage  Grouse  Habitats"  (Braun  et  al  1977).  Since  UDWR  previously  provided 
various  wildlife  distribution  naps,  only  buffer  zone  areas  recommended  in  this 
report  are  shown  on  the  enclosed  maps. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  provide  these  comments  and  recommendations. 

If  additional  information  is  needed,  please  let  U3  know. 
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MEMORANDUM 
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TO:  Ann  Keegan,  MX  Coordination  Office 

FROM:  Ronald  W.  Daniels,  Deputy  Director 

SUBJECT:  Review  and  Comment  on  the  Revised  MX  Weapon  System  Site  layouts  for 

Pine  and  Wah  Wah  Valleys,  Utah 

DATE:  June  10,  1931 

The  Division  has  reviewed  the  two  naps  which  were  sent  to  it  a3 
attachments  to  your  May  18,  1981  memo. 

We  have  no  comment  on  this  revised  site  layout  at  this  time. 

RWD/btm 
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DIVISION  OF  WATER  RESOURCES 
Empire  Building,  Suite  300 
231  East  400  South 
Salt  Lake  City,  Utah  841 1 1 

MEMORANDUM 


June  3,  1931 


TO:  Utah  MX  Coordination  Office 

FROM:  Daniel  F.  Lawrence 

SUBJECT:  Comments  on  the  Revised  MX  Weapon  System 

Site  Layouts  for  Pine  and  Wah  Wah  Valleys,  Utah 

The  proposed  MX  weapon  system  site  layouts  should  avoid  interf errence 
with  existing  water  rights  and  associated  facilities.  Tabulation  summaries 
of  water  right  filings  were  provided  by  the  State  Engineer  to  the  Utah  MX 
Coordination  Office  in  November,  1980. 

We  have  no  additional  impacted  resources  to  delineate  for  these  two 
valleys. 


STATE  OF  UTAH 

DEPARTMENT  OF  NATURAL  RESOURCES 


DEE C. HANSEN 
STATE  ENGINEER 

EARLM.  STAKER 
DEPUTY 


DIVISION  OF  WATER  RIGHTS 

200  EMPIRE  BUILDING 
231  EAST  400  SOUTH 
SALT  LAKE  CITY.  UTAH  84111 
(801)  533-6071 


DIRECTING  ENGINEERS 


HAROLD  D.  DONALDSON 
DONALD  C.  NORSETH 
STANLEY  GREEN 
ROBERT  L.  MORGAN 


MEMORANDUM 

DATE:  June  9,  1981 

TO:  Utah  MX  Coordination  Office 

FROM:  Dee  C.  Hansen,  State  Engineer,  Divison  of  Water  Rights  Bi 

SUBJECT:  Revised  MX  Weapon  System  Site  Layout  for  Pine  and  Wah  Wah 
Valleys,  Utah 


I  have  reviewed  the  revised  MX  Weapon  System  site  layout  for  Pine 
and  Wah  Wah  Valleys.  It  appears  that  the  proposed  revisions  will  not 
affect  water  rights  or  water  resources  over  that  of  the  previous  layout. 
Therefore,  I  refer  you  to  my  memorandum  of  November  14,  1980,  which  addresses 
this  matter. 


Scot!  M.  Mathcson 

Governor 

XS\  Oi  r/flr^ 
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Alvin  E.  Rickers,  Director 
Room  426  801-S33-G121 


James  O.  Mason,  M.D.,  Dr. P.H. 
Executive  Director 
801-533-6111 


June  24,  1981 
533-6108 
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Kenneth  C.  Olson,  Project  Manager 
Utah  MX  Coordination  Office 
448  East  400  South,  Suite  103 
Salt  Lake  City,  Utah  84111 


MX  Coordination  Office  Memorandum  of 
June  17,  1981,  requesting  delineation 
of  Environmental  Resource  Constraint 
Data. 


Dear  Mr.  Olson: 


Based  on  the  limited  information  furnished  by  your  memorandum 
referenced  above,  the  Bureau  of  Air  Quality  is  unable  to  make 
any  kind  of  Air  resource  impact  evaluation  relative  to  poten¬ 
tial  MX  operational  sites. 

Detailed  site  specific  emission  data  for  the  criteria  pollutants 
will  be  required  before  our  office  can  make  an  intelligent  evalua¬ 
tion. 

Sincerely, 


r  #  VA>vw  rT  (jj 

Brent  C.  Bradford 
Director 

Bureau  of  Air  Quality 


oonald  t.  McMillan 

Oirector 


UTAH  GEOLOGICAL  AND  MINERAL  SURVEY 

606  BLACK  HAWK  WAY 
SALT  LAKE  CITY,  UTAH  84108 
1801)  581-6831 


m  1 9  tsat 


SCOTT  M.  MATHESON 
Governor 

GORDON  E.  HARMSTON 
Executive  Director 
Department  of  Natural  Resources 


June  26,  1931 


Ms.  Ann  Keegan 
MX  Coordination  Office 
448  East  400  South,  Suite  103 
Salt  Lake  City,  UT  84111 

Dear  Ann: 


UGMS  has  no  new  information  ti  at  would  change  our  comment  of 
December  3>  1930,  on  Pine  and  Y/ah  Y.'ah  Valleys.  A  copy  of  the  December  3 
memo  is  attached.  Revising  the  shelter  layouts  is  of  no  significance 
with  regard  to  geology  and  minerals. 

.-—Very  truly  yours, 

, 1  n 4,  n 


DONALD  T.  MCMILLAN 
Director 


DTM/af 


> 


December  3,  1930 


MEMORANDUM 

TO-  MX  Coordination  Office 

FROM;  D.  T.  McMillan,  Director 

SUBJECT;  MX  Constraints  -  Geology  and  Minerals 


A  search  of  records  at  Utah  Geological  and  Mineral  Survey  reveals 
no  Information  on  mineral  dapoaita  underlying  Pine  and  Wah  Wab  Valleys. 

Recent  discovery  of  a  deeply  buried  molybdenum-tungsten  deposit  a- 
long  the  east  aide  of  Pina  Valley  is  a  strong  indication  that  afhar  valu¬ 
able  mineral  deposits,  as  yet  undetected,  may  underlie  tbesa  valleys.  A 
well-recognized  mineralized  belt  runs  from  Piocha,  Nevada,  to  Marysvala, 
Utah,  and  crosses  both  Pine  and  Wah  Wah  valleys,  making  both  these  valleys 
much  better  than  average  targets  for  future  mineral  exploration. 

We  have  no  specific  information  concerning  the  possible  occurrence 
of  oil  and  gas  beneath  Pine  and  Wah  Wah  valleys. 

In  general,  the  committee  feels  that  MX  deployment  will  not  greatly 
affect  oil  and  gaseexploratlon  and  development  whereas  It  may  rule  out  some 
of  the  geophysical  techniques  used  in  mining  exploration  and  will  have  a 
detrimental  effect  on  mining  exploration  and  development. 


Donald  T.  McMillan 


DTM/ay 


ATTACHMENT  9 


Letter  to  Colonel  William  R.  Sims 


UTAH  MX  COORDINATION  OFFICE 

448  EAST  400  SOUTH,  SUITE  103 
SALT  LAKE  CITY,  UTAH  84111 

Phone  (801)  364-9647 

SCOTT  M.  MATHESON 
GOVERNOR 


KENNETH  C.  OLSON 
PROJECT  MANAGER 


June  30,  1981 


Col  William  R.  Sims 
Environmental  Planning  Division 
AFRCE-MX/DEV 
Norton  AFB,  CA  92409 

Dear  Colonel  Sims: 

In  the  course  of  discussing,  with  your  staff,  the  consolidated  siting  review 
comments  of  Utah  resource  management  agencies  regarding  the  second  iteration 
of  the  layout  of  MX  shelters  in  Pine  and  Wah  Wah  Valleys,  we  have  discovered 
some  features  of  the  Air  Force's  siting  process  which  were  not  previously 
known  to  us.  For  the  ^irst  time,  we  have  been  told  that  the  second  iteration 
of  the  shelter  layout  in  Pine  and  Wah  Wah  Valleys  incorporated  no  response  to 
State  of  Utah  comments  on  the  first  iteration  of  these  layouts.  We  are  told 
that  this  is  by  design.  Apparently  the  Air  Force  does  not  intend  to  revise 
the  layout  of  any  individual  valley  based  upon  review  comments  until  all  the 
valleys  in  the  DDA  have  been  initially  laid  out.  Furthermore,  it  is  our  under¬ 
standing  that  in  some  fashion,  these  initial  layouts  will  encompass  enough 
"excess  capacity"  so  that  presumably  the  most  sensitive  areas  within  the  deploy¬ 
ment  area  might  be  avoided.  Whether  or  not  these  understandings  are  entirely 
correct  remains  to  be  seen.  However,  there  are  some  important  questions  which 
we  feel  must  be  addressed  at  the  presently-scheduled  July  14th  Siting  Review 
Board  meeting. 

First,  we  believe  that  the  July  14th  siting  meeting  must  focus  upon  achieving 
a  consensus  regarding  the  process  which  will  be  followed  in  reviewing  MX  weapon 
system  layouts.  This  understanding  must  encompass  current  Air  Force  thinking 
on  the  timetable  for  the  total  layout,  how  review  comments  from  state  and  other 
federal  agencies  will  be  handled,  the  process  by  which  final  environmentally- 
sitable  lands  will  be  identified,  the  "trade-off"  process  for  eliminating  some 
portions  of  the  total  layout  and  related  matters.  We  will  be  interested  in 
knowing  whether  or  not  an  area  excluded  from  siting  for  a  4600  shelter  system 
becomes  eligible  for  reconsideration  in  the  event  of  system  expansion.  We  will 
wish  to  know  the  weight  which  will  be  afforded  state  review  comments  and  prefer¬ 
ences  regarding  the  elimination  of  siting  in  the  extremely  sensitive  areas.  In 
short,  we  wish  to  understand  and  work  through,  in  detail,  the  entire  process 
in  a  systems  sense,  prior  to  embarking  further  on  discussions  about  how  to  miti¬ 
gate  impacts  in  any  specific  area. 


COL  WILLIAM  R.  SIMS 
June  30,  1981 
Page  2 

I  am  sure  that  you  will  immediately  understand  the  reasons  for  this  viewpoint. 

It  seems  pointless  to  invest  a  great  deal  of  effort  in  developing  state  review 
comments  without  knowing  whether  or  how  they  will  be  used.  It  does  not  seem 
useful  to  attempt  to  develop  mitigation  measures  for  specific  areas  where  lay¬ 
outs  may  change  or  where  clusters  may  be  eliminated.  If  state  review  comments 
are  not  to  receive  serious  consideration  (which  I  define  as  meaning  that  the 
review  comments  have  an  effect  upon  outcomes)  then  there  may  be  some  question 
as  to  whether  or  not  the  siting  review  process  represents  a  useful  form  of  con¬ 
sultation. 

Summing  up,  the  meeting  on  the  14th  must  focus  upon  process,  information  require¬ 
ments,  timetable,  procedures  and  the  like.  We  will  continue  to  finalize  our 
formal  comments  on  "iteration  two"  layouts  in  Pine  and  Wah  Wah  Valleys  so  that 
our  concerns  will  be  a  matter  of  record.  However,  we  believe  it  would  not  be 
helpful  to  discuss  site-specific  (Tier  III)  mitigating  measures  on  July  14th 
until  the  entire  process  is  fully  understood  and  agreed  to  by  the  parties. 


cc: 


Ralph  Starr 
Steve  Bradhurst 


ATTACHMENT  10 


\ 


Cooperative  Agreement  Between  the  Four  County  Missile 
Policy  Board  and  the  Utah  MX  Coordination  Office 


COOPERATIVE  AGREEMENT 
Between 

The  Four  County  Missile  Policy  Board  and  .the  Utah  MX  Coordination  Office 

Regarding  Contracted  Studies 

1.  This  Agreement  is  entered  into  on  this  first  day  of  June,  1981,  between 
the  Four  County  Missile  Policy  Board,  a  public  agency  established  pursuant  to 
the  Utah  Interlocal  Cooperation  Act,  hereinafter  known  as  the  "Board**,  and  the 
Utah  MX  Coordination  Office,  design. ’*ed  as  the  agent  of  the  State  of  Utah  in 
dealing  with  state  level  MX  planning,  hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  "Office". 

2.  The  Board  agrees  to  act  as  the  contracting  agent  for  specific  MX  related 

planning  studies,  jointly  supported  by  the  Board  and  the  Office,  which  will  be 

undertaken  utilizing  fiscal  year  1981  planning  funds.  This  arrangement  will  per- 

% 

mit  a  single  point  of  contact  and  supervision  in  handling  MX  contracted  studies 
and  will  simplify  contract  administration  and  will  lower  administrative  costs 
associated  with  such  contracts. 

3.  The  Office  agrees  to  share  the  costs  of  these  studies  and  to  provide 
its  share  of  funds  to  the  Board  so  that  contract  obligations  entered  into  by  the 
Board  for  the  contracted  studies  may  be  met. 

4.  The  studies  which  will  be  contracted  for  by  the  Board  and  the  sharing 
of  contract  costs  are  as  follows: 

(1)  Fiscal  Impact  Reconnaissance  Study;  John  M.  Sanger  Associates,  Inc. 
of  San  Francisco,  California.  Total  contract:  $14,000  Offi ce 
share:  $7,000 

(2)  Study  to  design  a  Multi-Project  Management  and  Accounting  System; 
Peat,  Marwick,  Mitchell  and  Co.,  of  Washington,  D.C.  Total 
contract:  $34,000  Office  share:  $17,000 


(3)  Assessment  of  Governmental  Revenue  Consequences  of  MX  Deployment 
in  Southwestern  Utah;  John  Short  and  Associates,  Inc.  of  Salt  Lake 
City,  Utah.  Total  contract:  $40,000  Office  share:  $7,000 


(4)  Federal  Information  Acquisition  and  Dissemination;  Mountainwest 
Associates  of  Washington,  D.C.  Total  contract:  $30,000 
Office  share:  $15,000 

Total  Office  Share:  $46,000 

5.  The  Office  shall  pay  to  the  Board  the  sum  of  $46,000  as  its  share  of  the 
studies  and  services  referenced  above.  These  funds  shall  be  paid  by  the  Office 
to  the  Board  on  invoices  submitted  by  the  Board  as  the  Board  requires  funds  to 
make  contract  payments  according  to  the  payment  schedules  associated  with  these 
contracts. 

6.  All  of  the  projects  outlined  in  this  Cooperative  Agreement  are  within 
the  approved  fiscal  year  1981  work  program  of  the  Office. 


Chad  Johnson,  Chairman 


Utfeh  I 
Kennel 


Coordination  Office 
C.  Olson,  Project  Director 


STATE  OF  UTAH  -  MX  COORDINATION  OFFICE 
PROPOSED 

FISCAL  YEAR  1982  BUDGET  REQUIREMENTS  FOR 
PLANNING  AND  IMPACT  MITIGATION 

SUMMARY  DETAIL 


I.  IMPACT  ASSESSMENT  AND  MITIGATION  PLANNING 
A.  MX  Coordination  Office  -  Direct 

1.  Personnel  (including  fringe  benefits)  - 

5  professional  staff,  3.5  support  persons, 
overhead  costs  $276,000 

2.  Travel  50,000 

3.  Operating  Expenses  (includes  office  and  equip¬ 

ment  rental,  supplies,  copying,  telephone, 

postage,  etc.)  78,000 

4.  Administrative  Fees  46,000 

TOTAL  STATE  MX  COORDINATION  OFFICE  $450,000 


B.  State  Agency  Support 

Impact  Analyses,  Coordination,  Planning  for 
Services,  Facilities  and  Impact  Mitigation  (see 


attached  detail)  740,000 

C.  Consultant  Services 

•  1.  Fiscal  Impact  Study  (state  share)  50,000 

2.  Grants  Management  Study  (state  share)  50,000 

3.  Tax  Implications  Study  (state  share)  25,000 

4.  Federal  Information  Coordination  (state  share)  50,000 

5.  Miscellaneous  Short-Term  Consultants  35,000 

TOTAL  CONSULTANT  SERVICES  $210,000 

TOTAL  STATE  PLANNING  AND  COORDINATION  $1;400,000 


-  2  - 


II.  IMPACT  MITIGATION 

During  Fiscal  Year  1982,  all  anticipated  impacts  will  be  on  highways 
and  roads.  In  order  to  meet  the  long  lead  times  to  provide  an  adequate 
transportation  system,  pre-construction  engineering  and  design  work 
will  be  undertaken  to  prepare  to  let  bids  for  construction  and  up¬ 
grading  of  roads. 

A.  Utah  Department  of  Transportation  -  Pre-construction 

Engineering  and  Design  $3,403,000* 


B.  County  Road  Upgrading  and  Repair 

Allocated  as  Required  240,000 


TOTAL  IMPACT  MITIGATION 


$3,643,000 


*  This  amount  of  engineering  design  and  pre-construction 
work  could  result  in  the  obligation  of  up  to  $6.5  million 
of  construction  in  FY  83. 


SUMMARY  DETAIL  OF  STATE  AGENCY  IMPACT  MITIGATION  PLANNING 
ACTIVITIES  RELATIVE  TO  MX  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1982 


I 


I.  Department  of  Natural  Resources  $164,000 

This  item  will  cover  development  of  wildlife  impact  analysis 
and  mitigation  plan  development,  investigation  and  processing 
of  USAF  water  right  applications,  water  resources  planning, 
state  land  impact  analysis  and  permitting  and  minerals  and 
other  geologic  impact  analysis. 


II.  Department  of  Employment  Security  95,000 

This  item  will  cover  a  thorough  regional  analysis  of  labor 
supply  information  relating  to  MX  construction  impacts 
and  operational  requirements.  It  will  tie  to  a  Nevada 
Labor  Demand  Study. 


III.  Department  of  Health  90,000 

This  item  will  cover  impact  analysis  and  development  of 
environmental  health  impact  mitigation  plans  focusing 
-  upon  sewer  and  water  systems,  and  development  of  health  care 
services  and  facilities  plans. 


IV.  Department  of  Community  and  Economic  Development  88,000 

This  item  will  cover  cultural  resources  impact  analysis 
and  mitigation,  development  of  housing  strategies,  and 
development  of  an  MX  induced  economic  development  plan. 


<  V.  State  Planninq  Coordinator's  Office  71,000 

- a - 

This  item  will  cover  development  of  demographic  and 
economic  impact  projections  and  analysis. 


VI.  Department  of  Social  Services  50,000 

This  item  will  include  impact  analysis  and  mitigation 
plans  for  all  social  services  including  public  assistance, 
substance  abuse,  child  welfare,  services  to  the  aging,  etc. 


VII.  State  Budget  Office  32,000 

This  item  will  include  all  state  agency  budget  impact 
analysis  and  integration  of  MX  community  facilities  plans 
with  overall  state  capital  improvement  plans. 


► 


» 
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Department  of  Business  Regulation  30,000 

This  item  will  include  impact  analysis  and  mitigation 
plans  relative  to  electrical  transmission  systems 
and  rate  impact  analysis  regarding  electricity. 


Department  of  Agriculture  .  28,000 

This  item  will  include  impact  analysis  and  development  of 
mitigation  plans  for  ranching  and  farming  activities. 


State  Board  of  Regents  17,000 

This  item  will  cover  impact  analysis  and  development  of 
plans  for  utilization  of  vocational  technical  facilities 
to  train  for  MX  related  occupations. 


Other  State  Agency  Functional  Service  Plans  75,000 

This  item  will  cover  unanticipated  study  areas  which 
may  arise  during  the  fiscal  year. 


TOTAL  STATE  AGENCY  IMPACT  MITIGATION  PLANNING 


5740,000 


